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PREFACE 


This book owes an immense debt to my friends, especially to those 
endless debates at 17 Clarkson Road where my fellow evacuees and 
I have discussed its problems term after term, since war began, 
until, with the midnight news, we turned from analysis of principle 
to speculation upon the event. It owes much, too, to my students 
who, in the seminars at the London School of Economics and 
Political Science, have insisted on trying to understand both what 
they are fighting for and how they can free future generations of 
students from the curse of war. Much of it has been shaped by the 
questions and criticisms put to me at Labour Party conferences all 
over the country, and in those lectures in camp and aerodrome 
where the determined heckling of soldiers and airmen has taught 
me how Cromwell’s Ironsides became that unbeatable instrument, 
a thinking army. I add that no small part of its doctrine is the 
outcome of the pride every citizen of this country is bound to have 
in the amazing heroism and endurance in the common people he 
has witnessed day by day during the blitz, and by the majestic 
spectacle of Russian resistance in the face of a threat which seemed 
almost to have civilization by the throat. I have, too, been naturally 
influenced by watching the skill with which President Roosevelt 
taught the American people the lesson that they can only belong to 
themselves as they give their service to freedom, and I hope I have 
not missed the significance of the opposition he so superbly fought 
until Japan, at Pearl Harbour, made the nature of the issue un¬ 
mistakable. 

I cannot but place on record how much I have learned from the 
writings of Professor E. H. Carr, especially from his Conditions of 
Peace, from those of Professor Max Lerner, Leonard Woolf and 
Kingsley Martin; and from talk with my friends Louis L^vy, Andr£ 
Labarthe, and Felix Gouin, I have learned not a little of the causes 
which led to the betrayal of France and of the spirit by which she 
will renovate that civilized tradition her people have so largely 
helped to shape. 

I finished this book, begun in the second month of the war, just 
as Parliament began to discuss the issues of reconstruction, and Sir 
William Beveridge’s Report on the Social Services provided at least 
one fundamental test by which we can judge how far the British 
government is really prepared to make the Four Freedoms part of 
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the heritage of the next generation. To what is written in the pages 
that follow I need only add that the whole burden of Sir William’s 
remarkable analysis seems to me to reinforce the conclusion there 
reached, that it is in the months between now and our victory that 
we have to take those vital decisions UDon which depends our 
power to use it for great purposes. If we wait beyond the victory 
before we make our choice, we shall throw away one of the supreme 
opportunities of history. 

I have dedicated this book to two friends with whom I have 
shared many hours of both grief and happiness in these years. Mr. 
Titrhcner, I know, will not mind my saying with special emphasis 
that our countiy owes an immense debt to Mr. E. R. Murrow. Day 
and night since before the war began he has done everything that 
coinage and integrity can do to make events in this country a living 
reality to his fellow citizens of the United States. I am only one of 
the many Englishmen who have found in his faith and trust in our 
people a new power to endure and hope. 

Easily, as always, I could not have written this book had not all 
that lias gone to its making been shared with my wife. I say no 
more than this because she would not permit me to say more. But 
at least I can put on record my knowledge that danger shared is 
affection deepened. 

HAROLD J. LASKI 

Manor Con age 

Lithe ltARDFinn, Essex 
November ay, ig^a 



Chipter I 

ON THE SPIRIT OF THE AGE 


1 

We are in the midst of a period of revolutionary change that is 
likely to be as profound as any in the modern history of the human 
race. We shall not understand its inner nature unless we recognize 
it to be as significant in its essentials as that which saw the fall of 
the Roman empire, the birth, with the Reformation, of capitalist 
society, or, as in 1789, the final chapter in the dramatic rise of the 
middle class to power. 

It is not a revolution made by thinkers, though some of them 
have foreseen its coming, and even shaped the large outlines of its 
direction. It is not a revolution, either, which any group of statesmen 
has deliberately brought about, even though some of them, con¬ 
sciously or unconsciously, have hastened its advent and increased 
its momentum. Its nature lies, as its inevitability will be found, in 
all that goes to give its present character to our society. We can, 
of course, recognize its advent and prepare for it; in that event, we 
might build a civilization richer and more secure than any of which 
we so far have knowledge. Or we may choose to resist its onset; in 
which case, it will appear to some future generation that our age 
has sought rather to sweep back the tides of the ocean than to 
oppose the decrees of men. 

As always in a period of revolution, the drive to fundamental 
change is accompanied by disintegration and conflict; and, as 
always also, these are attributed to the wanton choice of evil men 
instead of to those deeper and impersonal causes which they are 
powerless to control and of which they are no more than transient 
symbols. As always, also, we seek less to discover those impersonal 
causes than to find some easy and partial remedy which will effect, 
at least for our own time, a passing obscuration of the obvious and 
more painful symptoms of the disease. Aprh nous le dttuge has been 
the motto of every British Prime Minister from the Peace of Ver¬ 
sailles until September 3, 1939. He has been content to chant some 
magic slogan where he ought ac least to have attempted ruthless 
diagnosis. For only as we are aware of the nature of our disease 
can we embark upon the serious task of cure. 
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We are told that what is wrong with our age is its persistence in 
clinging to the outworn principle of national sovereignty; if the 
unit of political organization were to correspond with the unit of 
economic production, we should enter the promised land. Or the 
cure is found in a reformed education; and we are told that we 
train our people for a world that is dying instead of seeking to 
discipline their minds to the world that is struggling to be bom. 
Could we but make men aware of the meaning of their inheritance, 
a newer and a better spirit would, we are informed, preside over 
the destinies of mankind. Others find the root of our malady in the 
decay of the religious spirit. Without the recovery of faith, they 
affirm, there is no sanction for those canons of civilized behaviour 
which alone make possible the preservation of a civilized purpose 
among men. Others, again, would find our salvation in the famous 
maxim ne pas trop gouverner ; it is in the excessive zeal of statesmen 
to control every nook and cranny of the body politic that the source 
of our ills is to be found. Let government restore once again freedom 
of enterprise to business men, and we could enter upon a new era 
of crcativcness from which war and insecurity could be abolished. 

There is, of course, a sense in which each of these remedies has 
a hint of truth, even if it be partial and fragmentary. It is true 
enough that the sovereign national state is strategically incompatible 
with the world-market; for it is compelled, in order to safeguard 
itself, to narrow the potentialities of material benefit which that 
world-market offers us by its own inherent nature. The sovereign 
national state has, on the economic plane, compelled us to rethink 
ourselves into most of the cruder fallacies of the mercantilist age, 
and, thereby, to plan for restriction when the immanent logic of 
our machines demand that we plan for plenty. But so to plan for 
rcstri< tion is to pursue a policy necessarily detrimental to our 
neighbours. Inevitably, they resist its impact; and inevitably also, 
if they have the power, they take the means to minimize its influence. 
But, in the context of sovereignty, if they have the power the means 
invoked are the threat, or the reality, of war; and it follows that 
those who connect the principle of national sovereignty with war 
have a strong case on their side. 

Yet it is a partial case only. For even if the external strains 
upon our productive system were removed by the abrogation of 
national sovereignty, the histories of Rome and the United States 
make it clear that, in the absence of other fundamental changes, 
internal strains would still remain from which profound and violent 
conflict would be born. It is not necessary to deny that a world 
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free from the poison of the sovereign state would be, on every plane, 
a better world than ours. But it would still not have solved the 
central problems we confront. It would still have to decide upon 
the purposes to which its power was to be devoted. 

We need more education, better adapted to the character of our 
time. No person with even a fragment of civic sense is likely to deny 
this need. The mam body of our population is untouched, in any 
profound way, by our cultural heritage. It goes through life mainly 
unaware of the forces which shape its destiny, the easy prey, in 
crisis, of any loudly proclaimed nostrum, quick to fall upon anyone, 
individual or group, to whom it is persuaded to attribute its ills. It 
has barely been trained to make its needs articulate. It has bewilder¬ 
ment without philosophy, and the abyss which normally separates 
its mental habits from those who rule over it means that, for the 
most part, neither can penetrate the mind of the other. 

But a new spirit in education is not a factor independent of the 
material environment. Men cannot will its coming in a vacuum. 
They must be prepared to admit the evils caused by its absence; 
the changes its presence would secure must be assured of welcome. 
It halts in coming because there are doubts precisely upon these 
two heads. There is a vested interest in the perpetuation of ignorance 
which is endemic in our civilization. We cannot get rid of ignorance 
save as we are willing to attack that vested interest; and the signs 
are clear that it will bitterly defend itself if we move to the 
attack. 

The decay of the religious spirit is widespread. But if we seek for 
a religious revival, we must be careful to define our terms with 
some precision. If, thereby, we mean a revival of faith in the super¬ 
natural, the evidence is clear that, especially in any of the historically 
dogmatic forms, it is unlikely; for their power to offer rational proof 
of their title to acceptance dwindles with every advance in the 
scientific understanding of the universe, 'lhere is, moreover, no 
form of cruelty in human experience to which the religious spirit 
has not been able to accommodate itself; there is a grim truth in 
the accusation that its votaries have been content, for the most 
part, to see it operate as the opium of the people. There is, again, 
no great advance in human knowledge of which the classic religions 
have not been the uncompromising opponents until its truth was 
so obvious that some shamefaced accommodation had to be sought. 
If by the religious spirit we mean the power of some system of 
theological dogma to influence the social behaviour of ordinary 
men, the answer to its claims is the simple one that their conduct, 
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as believers, has been no better, if no worse, than that of the average 
in the given age. 

But if by the religious spirit we mean an insistent call to devote 
oneself to an end beyond the private satisfaction of personality, the 
answer surely is that all the great movements of our time have 
commanded the power to invoke in their service a quality of effort 
in which the essence is the religious spirit. Whether we examine the 
history of socialism, or that of the nationalist movements which 
have revivified China and India, Republican Spain and Czecho¬ 
slovakia, the root of their being has been their capacity, amid all 
their blunders, and even crimes, to win from men a passionate 
devotion, an ultimate selflessness, which has been the secret of all 
successful religions. In any other sense than this, the decay of the 
religious spirit is the natural outcome of historical causes it is now 
impossible to reverse upon any serious scale. 

Unless, indeed, the world reverts to something like a chaos of 
competing barbarisms. It may possibly do so; and it might then 
well be that little bands of devotees would find escape from the ills 
of such a world in a variety of esoteric mysticisms the truth of 
which would be perceived only by those who had personally 
experienced their meaning. But if we are granted a world capable 
of planning for itself an ordered and rational life, the problem is to 
discover how to harness the emotional energies the great religions 
have been able to release to the purposes that ordered and rational 
life seeks to fulfil. The decay, in a word, recognized by the votaries 
of the historic faiths is the result, and not the cause, of the revolution 
that is proceeding. 

All government arises because men move in opposed ways to 
their objectives; no one but an anarchist would deny that its 
existence is, under any circumstances we can foresee, a necessary 
condition of peaceful social relations. But the argument that, 
especially in the economic sphere, we are over-governed, is not one 
with which it is easy to have patience. Less government only means 
more liberty in a society about the foundations of which men are 
agreed and in which adequate economic security is general; in a 
society wheie there is grave divergence of view about those founda¬ 
tions, and where there is the economic insecurity exemplified by 
mass-unemployment, it means liberty only for those who control the 
sources of economic power. 

It is too often forgotten by those who attack the intervention of 
government in the economic sphere that this has been primarily 
due to experience of its absence. The controls we know, whether of 
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labour-conditions, of the issue of securities on the stock exchange, 
or of the right to build, have all been the outcome of a sociid 
experience that the unregulated competition of private interests has 
never resulted in a well-ordered society. This may be concealed for 
a considerable period, as when the vast resources of the American 
continent were being exploited for the first time by machine- 
technology; but when the society reaches maturity, there, as else¬ 
where, the land of opportunity becomes, literally for millions, the 
land of frustration, unless the acquisitive impulse can be harnessed 
to an agreed social purpose. The business man had a whole epoch 
in which to exercise his power for social ends; even to-day, outside 
the Soviet Union, he is still predominantly master of the machinery 
of the state. Yet in that epoch, his power to convince his fellows 
that the liberty from governmental control he demands is in their 
interest has visibly shrunk all over the world. 

Business men have never complained of government intervention 
intended to protect their interests; tariffs, subsidies, bounties on 
export, special credit facilities, these, to take examples only, they 
have rarely failed to applaud. 1 he intervention to which they have 
objected is that which has sought either the consumers’ protection 
or that of the under-privileged in the labour-market. Against it, 
they have invoked those “economic laws” which, in their devotion 
to freedom, they have identified with the laws of nature. But they 
have forgotten that the “laws” of economics are, in fact, for the 
most part mere exercises in deduction from the logic of an abstract 
society only dimly patterned upon the world we know. That abstract 
society is one in which competition is always perfect and labour 
always mobile; an unemployed miner, in this happy world of 
concepts, can become to-morrow a tapesizer in a cotton-mill at the 
behest of that market of whose operations he and his employer 
alike have always perfect knowledge. 

The economics upon which business men have relied were essen¬ 
tially a fighting creed made for them by men who were seeking, 
on their behalf, to state the case against the defenders of a decaying 
feudal society. They assumed, as it was made, the validity of certain 
assumptions which the main body of economists from Adam Smith 
to John Stuart Mill would have thought it madness to doubt: that 
private property in the instruments of production is sacred, that 
whatever is done by government agency must be less well done 
than if attempted by private enterprise, that the law-making power 
operates in the common interest, that each man knows his own 
interest best, and is in the best position to advance it. 
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It was an cronomics largely made in an epoch of advancing 
horizons, of growing optimism, of confident belief in the inescapable 
benefn nice of the “invisible hand.” It saw the new men advance 
so rapidly to power that it rarely stayed to investigate the social 
cost of their advance. It knew little of the impact of inherited 
wealth, less of monopoly, less still of the mysteries of company- 
finance or of that money-power which, in our own time, has come 
to dominate the economic scene. It accepted the inescapable validity 
of the gold standard; it assumed the power of the ordinary investor 
to have at cess to that esoteric knowledge which is, in fact, the 
private possession of a privileged few. It announced proudly that its 
system meant the sovereignty of the consumer without enquiring 
into the degree to which its method of distribution was socially 
benefit cut. It even declared that, such was the magic of the system, 
each participant was able to secure from the pile of wealth exactly 
what he was “worth.” 

Yet, through it all, the simple difficulty remained that while its 
argument convinced the successful, it could not convince those who 
were excluded from the benefits of the system. So long as its power 
to produce profitably expanded, it imposed its faith without undue 
difficulty; the concessions statesmen were driven to make limited 
the volume of expressed and active discontent. When that power 
began to contract, and the policy of concession threatened the 
privileges of the successful, the discontent began to widen to revolu¬ 
tionary proportions, lhose excluded from benefit then attacked, 
not the volume of the concessions conferred, but the system itself 
upon which the concessions depended. 'J hey saw society rather as 
“Pigeon” Palcy saw it, than as a harmony miraculously produced 
by an invisible hand. 

To argue, before this situation, that we should return to a world 
free from economic interventionism is like arguing to the exponents 
of expanding c apitalism in the mid-nineteenth century that Britain 
should go back to the principles of a feudal economy. History does 
not permit men the luxury of escaping their inheritance. The 
business men will not return fo their mastery of the state upon their 
own terms for the simple reason that no one has any longer con¬ 
fidence in them except themselves. All their assumptions broke 
down by all the vital tests of verifiable experience. When they had 
the chance of reform, they demanded “recovery” instead. But by 
“recovery” they meant a return to exactly those conditions which 
resulted in the need for reform. It could not be forgotten that they 
were the makers of the slums, that their system required the main- 
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tenance of an army of permanent unemployed, that they had 
opposed, at their inception, every one of those social changes which 
have come to be regarded as an integral part of the civilized 
tradition. 

It is irrelevant that they were sincere in their conviction that ne 
pas trop gouverner was a maxim of universal well-being; every man 
believes in the doctrines by which he is sheltered from the blasts of 
life. The business men had a century’s space in which to prove the 
social validity of their philosophy. At the end, it could be written 
down, for all its early conquests, only as a grim failure which 
enslaved whole continents to the rapacious service of private profit. 
It is sufficient commentary on the claims of the business men to 
rule unfettered in the economic domain to say that, in the United 
States, the richest country in the world, twelve million citizens were 
in 1939 dependent upon relief for their means of life, and that in 
Great Britain, the second richest country, one out of every four 
children was undernourished. Only violent conflict ending in utter 
defeat would persuade the masses in either society to entrust their 
fortunes once again to the Bounderbys and Gradgrinds of a new 
Coketown. 

Upon one other specific for our ills it is worth while to spend a 
little time. The crisis of our time, says an eminent historian, is due 
to the breakdown of the rule of law. “The present danger,” he has 
written, 1 “is despotism. It must be prevented, and by legal limita¬ 
tions on government. . . . We must preserve and strengthen those 
bounds beyond which no free government ought ever to go, and 
make them limits beyond which no government can ever legally 
go. We must make ultra vires all exorbitant acts of government.” 

No rational person will disagree with this desire. But we are not 
told why the rule of law, whether in domestic or international 
affairs, has broken down. We are not told how we are to place legal 
limitations on government. We are given no definition of those 
“limits beyond which no government whatever can ever legally go.” 
We are not provided with a list of those “exorbitant acts of govern¬ 
ment” which are to be made ultra vires, nor of the methods by which 
this end can be achieved. 

Those who speak of restoring the rule of law forget that respect 
for law is the condition of its restoration. And respect for law is at 
least as much a function of what law does as of its formal source. 

1 Foreign Ajfairs (N.Y. 1935), and ice Constitutionalism, Ancient and Modern 
(194°), especially the last chapter, where Professor C. H. Mcllwain makes the 
«ame point with characteristic grace and learning. 
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Men break ihe law not out of an anarchistic hatred for law as s*uch, 
but because ( ertain ends they deem fundamental cannot be attained 
within the framework of an existing system of laws. To restore the 
rule of law means creating the psychological conditions which make 
men yield allegiance to the law. No limitations upon government 
can be maintained when society is so insecure that great numbers 
deny the validity of the very foundations upon which it is based. 

The problem of restoring the rule of law is a twofold one. It is, 
first, the problem of discovering why it has broken down; and it is, 
next, the problem of finding such a new social equilibrium as will 
remedy the defects thus discovered. We can all agree that a world 
in which treaties arc broken at the whim of their makers is an evil 
world, or that we seem to live in a nightmare when an eminent 
jurist can equate the night of June 30, 1934, with the quintessence 
of justice. But we shall not go far towards the restoration of respect 
for law merely by mournfully proclaiming the tragedy of its 
destruction. 

At the back of the minds of those who find the source of our ills 
in the breakdown of the rule of law is the notion of certain funda¬ 
mental procedures which condition the validity of all particular 
aits of law. It is important to remember that no procedures are 
regarded as fundamental in an age when men are battling about 
the purposes to which they should be devoted. Legal forms are 
respected when men feel that they have the great ends of life in 
common. The outstanding characteristic of our age is exactly the 
suspension of that agreement. We have reached a period when the 
very premisses of social life are called into question. In such periods, 
the ability to maintain the rule of law is always minimal. It is 
restored as men find the conditions upon which they can agree 
once more to the ultimate premisses. But ages like our own have 
always been ruthlessly careless of procedural values when what is 
in debate is the ends those values are to serve. In the struggle for 
power the rules arc at a discount when life itself is at stake. They 
recover their prestige only as it becomes clear that there is room 
for accommodation between the parties to the conflict. 

II 

In a general way, our period has no historical uniqueness about 
it. 1 he qualities it reveals have been characteristic of every other 
period in which a social system has entered decisively upon its final 
phase of decline. They are evident as the middle ages drew to their 
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close, and, again, in the forty years which preceded the outbreak 
of the French Revolution. They pervade the major part of Russian 
literature in the half-century before the fall of the Czarist regime. 
There is nothing mysterious about them, not even our inability to 
■ detect their significance; for it is the habit of every social system in 
decline to emphasize to itself the glories of its past rather than the 
possibilities of its future. 

The main feature of such times is the absence of security. The 
old routines have gone; traditional habits seem outmoded; men are 
afraid of what the morrow may bring forth. This is not a sudden 
condition in our civilization, the inevitable outcome of the war of 
1914. For the war of 1914 was itself the outcome of insecurity; and 
its coming was only the expression of other tensions, besides that in 
the international sphere, the volume of which had alarmed men of 
insight in the decade before 1914. In England, for example, the 
inability of the older political parties to adjust themselves to the 
demands of labour was already a significant portent; and it was 
similarly significant that the normal processes of political discussion 
could find no adequate way of dealing with the Irish question. 
Looking back, we can see now that it was a half-conscious sense of 
the bankruptcy of an old order which persuaded Mr. Lloyd George 
to make his suggestion of a coalition government to Sir Austen 
Chamberlain in 1910. 

The absence of security, above all in the years after 1918, brought 
profound consequences in its train. Men live by their routines; 
when these are called into question, they lose all power of normal 
judgment. They become uncertain of the criteria by which behaviour 
is to be judged. Discussion becomes a challenge; new ideas seem to 
be a threat. They become gripped by fear, and fear, by its nature, 
is the enemy of thought. So that where men are too fearful to 
understand they move to suppress because they dare not stay to 
examine. By clinging with passion to their wonted routines, they 
insist that the challenge to it is blasphemy. They will not hear the 
voice of reason which tells them that courage only can meet, because 
courage only can understand, the implications of a challenge. The 
pica of reason then seems to them a demand for surrender. Invited 
to experiment, they act like children who are terrified of the dark. 
Each item of change called for becomes transformed for them into 
an assault upon their most cherished values. They must give away 
nothing, they insist, lest they be called upon to surrender all. In 
this atmosphere not only are they deaf to reason; they are even 
unresponsive to the leadership which gropes for reason. They will 
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listen to nothing save the echo of their own voices; all else becomes 
dangerous thoughts. They assure themselves that the heart of the 
people is sound. It is misled by agitators and intellectuals; as if 
these ever got an audience unless it was out of their power to 
respond to something deeply felt in the popular consciousness. 

They are afraid, and they do not know the causes of their fear. 
They see all their familiar values called into question. The men of 
letters give them a picture of their society which dismays them by 
its rejection of their traditional outlook. They feel acutely the stress 
of class-division, the antagonism which divides youth from age. 
They sense everywhere the presence of frustration; they are even 
frustrated themselves because their traditional wisdom is at a dis¬ 
count. Those whom they have been accustomed to lead are frustrated 
because, increasingly, they see no meaning in the worship of the 
older gods. 

All civilizations in decline bemoan the lack of faith; by which 
they mean the lack of faith in their traditional faith. Their rulers 
become laudatores temporis acti ; the golden days are transferred, in 
ever-increasing measure, to the past. The demands they encounter 
they find it an effort even to understand; men, they say, were so 
much more reasonable in their own younger days. They are accus¬ 
tomed to the exercise of power. They hardly know, they rarely 
consider, the minds and feelings of those excluded from its authority. 
But, because they are afraid, they fail to remember that the secret 
of power lies in its capacity continually to adapt itself to new 
needs, and to recognize that new men are continually necessary 
to effect the adaptation. For, in a period of new needs, their 
very novelty presents itself to them, in their fear, as a threat to 
their power. 

Fear is the parent of revolution, for it inhibits that temper of 
accommodation which is the essence of successful politics. Fear does 
this is many ways. It is not merely that it stands in the way of 
recognizing necessary social change. It is not merely, either, that it 
is hostile to ideas. It resents the men, both in politics and in thought, 
who are capable of vision. It feels safe only with mediocrity, for 
that is fashioned in the image of the routine to which it clings. It 
is not accident, for example, that from 1920 until 1932, the United 
States had a succession of mediocre Presidents; men shaken out of 
their routine by the war of 1914 were eager, at all costs, to escape 
from the dangers of novelty and experiment. Nor is it accident that 
when, in 1932, catastrophe induced the United States to elect an 
experiment id President, his policies, most of them the commonplaces 
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of every mature civilization, should have been greeted by the timid 
as though he had merged Washington with Moscow. 

As with the United States, so with Great Britain and France 
before 1939. In each case, the experience of a government of 
moderate reform was sufficient to send the “safe and sound” men 
into a panic of dismay. They had, no doubt, a moment of amused 
expectation as they watched the new men struggling with the reins 
of power. But they rapidly became convinced that they alone could 
safely drive the coach. Exactly as the ancient regime found the 
moderate programme of Turgot meat too strong for its digestion, 
so the owners of property in Biitain and France were dismayed at 
the cost of the modest reforms of the MacDonald and Blum govern¬ 
ments. Since it was upon their confidence that such governments 
necessarily depended, their fears were sufficient to drive the new 
men from power. Their places were taken by those who set their 
compass firmly by the old maxims in which the “safe and sound” 
men could place Confidence. They believed that they had thus 
conquered the need for fear. 

They had their own men in power; but nothing else was changed. 
All the new problems remained, with the same insistent emphasis 
as before. They could not renew faith in the fundamentals of the 
regime; they dare not, granted the constituency upon which they 
depended, do more than tinker with its incidentals. To the observer 
they seemed, as systems, to have lost the secret of their dynamic. 
The graver the issue they confronted, the more carefully they con¬ 
cealed its dimensions from themselves; and the more angry they 
grew at the insistence of their critics that they did not see the issue 
in its full perspective. 

That was above all the case, I suggest, with Britain after 1931. 
On the internal side, nothing was done of major proportions. 
Unemployment, the depressed areas, housing, nutrition, education, 
on all of these the central outlines of the problems remained as they 
were before the government took office. It handled the crucial 
problem of India with the same graceless inability to grasp its new 
horizons as its predecessors had shown in handling America in the 
eighteenth century and Ireland in the nineteenth. There seemed 
nothing it could cope with audaciously or imaginatively. It was 
perhaps symptomatic of its general temper that, as the war of 1939 
began, it abandoned a very modest instalment of penal reform 
because a proposal to abolish flogging might have jeopardized its 
majority in the House of Commons. 

This fear of tackling boldly the internal aspects of policy was 
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more than matched by timidity in the international sphere. British 
statesmen were confronted with novelties they shrank from handling 
either with assurance or courage. On the one hand was the Soviet 
Union, conscious of growing strength, and built upon foundations 
which, right or wrong, were at the opposite pole from British 
experience and British faith; but a Soviet Union whose primary 
interest, because its primary necessity, was peace. On the other 
were Germany and Italy, both of which had overthrown democracy, 
both of which were burning to alter the map of the world, by 
negotiation, if possible, by force if need be. The rulers of Germany 
and Italy were driven to the need for that alteration partly in the 
hope that conquest abroad would prove, after the ancient pattern, 
compensation to their people for despotism at home, and partly to 
avenge the humiliation of defeat and disappointed hopes in the 
war of 1914. 

Hitler and Mussolini at once began a policy of challenge to the 
powers whose interest was the maintenance of peace. They an¬ 
nounced what they wanted; as soon as they discovered an unequal 
opponent, they took what they wanted. Each step in their activities 
found the British government timid and uncertain in the face of 
one wanton aggression after another. It sacrificed Abyssinia and 
Albania to Italy. It allowed Republican Spain to become the 
victim of the Fascist dictators. It offered up the democracy of 
Czechoslovakia upon the altar of Hitler’s ambition, even pretending, 
in this instance, that a decision on the part of Czechoslovakia to 
defend itself from extinction would be a threat to the peace of 
Europe for which that state would be wholly responsible. 

To the plea that only a technique of collective security would 
save Europe from being eaten, leaf by leaf like an artichoke, by the 
dictators, it paid no heed. It convinced the Soviet Union that 
Great Britain no longer had the will to resist aggression. The out¬ 
come of the British government’s inability to make up its mind 
about its policy was the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between 
Germany and the Soviet Union. The one thing that might have 
deterred Hitler from risking a war for European domination was 
the fear of being attacked on two fronts; the agreement with the 
Soviet Union removed this fear. He made largely impossible demands 
upon Poland which, after the destruction of Czechoslovakia, had 
been guaranteed by Britain against aggression. On August 31, 1939, 
Hitler moved against Poland; two days later, Britain and France 
declared war on Germany. All the years of “appeasement” thus 
ended in the very catastrophe they were intended to avoid. 
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It is vital to ask why, in the six years of Hitler’s rule especially, 
the British Government never developed any consistent line of 
action likely to deter the aggressor. Something at least most be 
attributed to its leaders’ natural horror of any policy which led, by 
its implicit threat, to the prospect of war. Whatever is to be said 
against Mr. Chamberlain, he had the important defence that he 
clung to peace longer even than it was reasonably possible to look 
for peace. But, when that is said, the indictment of British statesmen 
in the years after 1931 is a very heavy one. They condoned Japanese 
aggression in Manchuria and after. They condoned each item of 
Italian aggression; they even loaded its author with fulsome praise, 
while they remained completely silent before the grim excesses of 
his internal regime. They condoned, also, each item of German 
aggression, even conniving at the dismemberment of Czec hoslovakia. 
The so-called policy of non-intervention in Spain inevitably destroyed 
a nascent democracy whose friendliness would have been vital to 
British strategic interests in the Mediterranean. 1 ’hey deliberately 
cold-shouldered the Soviet Union in the five years in which it could 
readily have been mobilized for the peace Great Britain was anxious 
to preserve. In those years, they made it obvious that if they would 
not welcome, at least they would be indifferent to, a German 
attack upon the Soviet Union; they thus aroused (here the natural 
suspicion that they would view its destruction with equanimity. It 
is impossible not to compare the indifference of the Britisli govern¬ 
ment to the fate of two democracies, both destroyed with cither its 
active or its passive consent, with their solemn guarantees to semi¬ 
fascist states like Poland, Rumania and Greece. 

Let us grant to the British government the fullest credit for their 
hatred of war. It was yet obvious, at least from 1935, that they 
were dealing with states which did not share their aversion, and 
were prepared, whenever the gamble seemed legitimate, to use war 
as a deliberate instrument of state-policy. There was only one way, 
in those years, to prevent the coming of war. That was to take a 
definite stand against its use as a method of change the moment it 
reared its head. Had that been done, whether over Manchuria or 
over Abyssinia, the ruin of the aggressor was certain; and his ruin 
would have had profound repercussions upon his later partner. 
There was a point, clearly, at which Mr. Chamberlain and 
his colleagues were not prepared for further “appeasement.” 
But the logic of their attitude implied that, before this point was 
reached, they must organize a threat to aggression so formidable 
that the aggressor was not only made aware of the risks he ran, 
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but was left with the knowledge that the threat was not an empty 
one. 

To hesitate, to leave the gamble open, to court the dictators was, 
above all with a Fascist power, to convey the impression of weakness 
and uncertainty. In the complex game of power-politics that Mr. 
Chamberlain and his colleagues were playing, weakness and uncer¬ 
tainty are the cardinal sins. Nothing other than these could have 
been inferred in Rome and Berlin from the dismissal of Mr. Eden 
and Sir Robert Vansittart, and the ostentatious exclusion of Mr. 
Churchill from office in favour of a curious series of half-known 
mediocrities. And it was not that Mr. Chamberlain was not warned, 
hardly less from the benches of his own party than from those of 
the Opposition. His policy, as he was well aware also, aroused deep 
suspicion and resentment in the United States. It led directly to the 
abandonment of an active foreign policy by the Scandinavian 
powers, by Holland, and by Belgium who watched the worsening 
panorama with no hope but that of evading a catastrophe from 
which they had, in fact, never a chance of immunity. It resulted in 
the utter destruction even of the moral prestige of the League of 
Nations. 

It was a policy condemned from the outset to complete frustration. 
Why was it adopted? The only answer, I think, lies in the fear felt 
by Mr. Chamberlain and his colleagues at the possible consequences, 
as they envisaged them, of the alternative policy of collective 
security. For the pivot of that policy must have been a partnership 
in defence with the Soviet Union. Their whole outlook on life was 
built upon hatred of its philosophy. They may well have regretted 
the more brutal habits of Hitler and Mussolini. But the Fascist 
dictators had left untouched the class-structure of their societies. To 
risk their overthrow—which was what the alternative policy meant— 
was to risk revolutionary upheaval, perhaps Communist upheaval, 
in Italy and Germany. If peace was a major objective of Mr. 
Chamberlain, so, also, was the avoidance of any policy which might 
further the coming of socialism; and so long as no British interest 
seemed directly threatened, there seemed hardly any sacrifice of 
others he was not prepared to make. Had Hitler halted at Munich, 
had he been prepared, even, to take his pound of flesh from Poland 
by negotiation instead of war, there is little reason not to suppose 
that an Anglo-German accommodation could have been arranged. 
On the very eve of war, the British Ambassador in Berlin was 
assuring Hitler of this prospect. War did not come because of Mr. 
Chamberlain’s hatred of the “evil things” in Germany. He saw 
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their malign influence extended to area after area with but little 
more than formal protest; even the final rape of Czechoslovakia 
aroused in him only a belated protest. He came to condemn them 
as evil only when he was compelled to understand that they were 
an integral part of a technique of conquest which included the 
defeat of Britain within the sphere of its hopes. 

Mr. Chamberlain, in fact, was playing power-politics from the 
moment he assumed office without any grasp of the fact that the 
basis of power-politics is fear. He was anxious for two things from 
the outset incompatible with each other. He was anxious to main¬ 
tain the vested interests of Great Britain in all their historic ampli¬ 
tude; and he was anxious for peace with exactly the men who 
could not survive as dictators if those vested interests were main¬ 
tained. The only way in which he could have driven them to peace 
was by forming a coalition against them so overwhelming in its 
contingent force that they would not have dared to take the risks 
of breaking it. But he could not bring himself to form that coalition 
for two reasons. He feared the consequences of their downfall, on 
the one hand; he feared an increase in the prestige of the Soviet 
Union on the other. Out of fear, he made the worst of both worlds. 
He lost the possibility of peace; and he helped to drive the Soviet 
Union into a position difficult to distinguish from that of benevolent 
neutrality to the dictators. The leaders of the Soviet Union, indeed, 
were wrong in their conviction that there was no aggression at the 
expense of another state to which Mr. Chamberlain was not prepared 
to accommodate himself. They were wrong because they misunder¬ 
stood—a natural misunderstanding in men unaccustomed to the 
relationships of a political democracy—the temper of the British 
people, and its power to compel attention to its views. But they did 
not profoundly misinterpret the temper of a British Prime Minister 
who could watch without regret the destruction of Czech democracy, 
but could hasten to guarantee the integrity of semi-fascist Poland 
which had eagerly played the jackal to Hitler at Munich. 

The real trouble with men like Mr. Chamberlain is one with 
which the historian is familiar in a revolutionary period like our 
own. They have a deep sense that something is wrong; they feel 
profoundly insecure because they have that sense. But they have 
made their bargain with fate, and their only conception of policy 
is, out of fear, blindly to defend what is because they shrink from 
attempting experiment with the unknown. Even the collectivism 
which war-organization forces upon them, they pursue timidly and 
half-heartedly. They hardly dare to state the kind of world they 
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want because, for them, the forces which are shaping a new world 
pioritu in them only fear and doubt. They have, one need not 
h< >n,nr to emphasize, a deep sense of responsibility about policy. 
Hut they see their environment, with its challenge and danger, not 
as an opportunity lor reconstruction; they see it as a warning to 
preserve all that may be of the status quo. Fear of the unknown is 
the mainspring of their stark immobility. They have no imaginative 
insight into the new world that is being shaped for us. 

For them, and for their kind, the Russian Revolution has played 
in this epoch practically the same part as the French Revolution 
played a < < ntmy and a hall ago. Instead of seeing it as, in part, the 
ine\ it able outcome ol long years of grim misgovemment, and, in 
part also, as the logical intellectual outcome of two hundred years 
ol inclustii.il, and three hundred of scientific, revolution, they see 
only the crimes and follies that have accompanied it, and the fact 
that the main burden ol these has been borne by men of the same 
c lass as theuwelvrs. r J hey seek to draw a cordon sanitaire around the 
Russian Revolution exactly as their ancestors did with that in 
France in iyl’x) I hey cannot understand that this produces Stalin 
in our own clay as surely as it produced Robespierre in 1789, that 
no one, as yet, has ever been able to draw a cordon sanitaire about 
ideas. To the- threat of revolution, there is, historically, only one 
answer: the- reforms that give hope and exhilaration to those to 
whom, othervvFe, the- revolutionaries make an irresistible appeal. 

Rut men who are afraid cannot embark upon wholesale reform. 
I heir timidity is ine apable of the temper large experiment requires. 
They suller. as no other men suffer, from the delusion that to 
concede something is to lose everything. They listen to the protest 
of every petty interest in their ranks which insists that to yield here 
is to open the- floodgates. They devote all their energies to turning 
away from the obvious direction of events. They insist upon relying 
on past experience at a time when reliance upon past experience 
has brought them to exactly the difficulties in W'hich they find 
themselves. I hey are afraid of new ideas, bewildered at the new 
temper, astonished that the wonted way of life can be called into 
question. 1 lu ir attitude to the changes they observe is like nothing 
so much as the amazement of Louis XVI in the famous conversation 
with the Due do Rochefoucauld. They are, as of course they insist, 
fully pieparcd for necessary changes; it only happens that all the 
main changes which are demanded do not appear to them to be 
necessary. The) arc convinced, as their ancestors were convinced in 
>780 that the main outlines of our social system have been per- 
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manently laid. They are prepared to see alterations in the detail of 
its framework. But they view with angry apprehension changes 
which go to the foundations of the social structure. 

Any men who, as a class, have long been accustomed to rule fear 
the consequences of change which may displace or limit their 
authority. It was so with Charles I; it was so with Louis XVI and 
his court; it was so, again, with Nicholas II and his advisers. They 
have been schooled to a routine which they have come to identify 
with right; they cannot imagine that the world can grow away 
from their routine. At first, they are mainly amused when their 
routine is called into question; the new radicalism may even make 
some sort of fashionable appeal. But, as scepticism grows militant, 
they become more apprehensive; and the apprehension quickly takes 
the form of anger. But their anger does not still the doubts; on the 
contrary, they are more eagerly pressed. So that the anger which, 
in its first beginnings, may stoop to argument, is transformed by 
fear partly into suppression, and partly into a nostalgia for that 
past where doubt w'as unthinkable. At that point, almost any 
proposal of change awakens anger, even when, like the social legis¬ 
lation of President Roosevelt, for example, there is not a tincture of 
radicalism about it. For in a mood of fear, every innovation is a 
portent. It is the thin end of the wedge. It is necessary to remember 
what lies behind. The apparent moderation conceals darker purposes 
which, if this proposal succeeds, will shortly see the light of day. 
Action, it is argued, must be taken now, lest it be too late to-morrow. 
Fear, in this atmosphere, becomes the permanent counsellor of those 
who hold the keys of power. 

This fear may reveal itself less in the positive sense of active 
hostility to change than in the negative sense of an inert awaiting 
upon events. r l his was, for example, the dominant temper in the 
United States from 1920 to 1932, and in Britain during the Premier¬ 
ship of Lord Baldwin. 1 he assumption was that things right them¬ 
selves if left alone, that, if we refuse to recognize the uncomfortable, 
it is bound, in the long run, to perish from inattention. We stave 
off the coal problem with a subsidy; but we do not tackle the coal 
problem. We prohibit general strikes by law; but we do nothing to 
deal with the conditions which lead to a general strike. Neither 
President Coolidge nor President Hoover made plans, in the epoch 
of prosperity, to deal with the slump which was persistently pre¬ 
dicted; they preferred to listen to the siren voices which assured 
them, in Mr. Hoover’s words, that America in March, 1929, had 
“solved the problem of poverty.” 
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The theory of passive acquiescence is bom partly of satisfaction 
with things as they are and partly of fear of experiment. Its result 
is always evasion of the need for positive action, and concealment, 
if possible, of all that creates the need. The long silence of Lord 
Baldwin over the British need for re-armament is a supreme example 
of the price that has later to be paid for this sort of evasion. By 
giving Hitlerite Germany over two years’ start in the process of re¬ 
armament, even apart from its scale, he gave it, almost by definition 
under a system of power-politics, at least two years’ right to agres¬ 
sion. When his successor turned to the handling of his inheritance, 
he was called upon to deal, although he did not know it, with a 
deterioration it was already too late to arrest. 

My argument is the simple one that fear blinds men to the 
realities of political relations; and it is always at its maximum at 
periods when, like our own, it is most necessary to see clearly. 
Once there is fear, reason has little chance to influence men’s minds. 
For when they are afraid, they seek comfort and not criticism; they 
collect those about them who can be relied upon not to dissent. 
They are then led, by a dreadful logic, to refuse even those changes 
which their hearts urge them to admit, lest this be interpreted as 
weakness. Men swept by panic are always more ruthless than men 
who can stay to argue. They lose, thereby, that power to com¬ 
promise which is of the essence of successful politics. Had the Con¬ 
servative Party accepted Mr. Gladstone’s Home Rule Bill of 1886, 
there would not have been a neutral and suspicious Eire in Sep¬ 
tember, 1939. Had the Liberal Party, after 1874, recognized the 
right of working men to a full share of places in the House of 
Commons, it would not now have shrunk to a pale ghost of its 
former self. Had the Weimar Republic tackled the Nazi movement 
with courage in its early days it would not have fallen with the 
ignominy heaped upon it. History gives men their opportunity to 
act with foresight. But their self-interest is shrouded in fear; so that, 
when the opportunity comes, fear blinds their eyes, and it passes 
unrecognized. 

One final instance of the tragic consequences of fear is worth 
examining since it illustrates my argument from a different angle. 
Ever since its foundation in 1917, the Soviet Union has been afraid 
of an attack from some alliance of capitalist states. The civil war, 
and the grim years of intervention, of course, gave it good reason 
for this tear. Its policy, accordingly, was built upon the assumption 
that its safety lay in the division of its enemies. From 1919 to 1934, 
therefore, it mainly concentrated its attention upon friendship with 
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those powers, especially Germany, which regarded themselves as 
victims of the war of 1914; if it was attacked it could hope, if not 
for assistance, at least for neutrality from them. After 1934, when 
Germany proclaimed itself the spearhead of the anti-Soviet forces, 
the U.S.S.R. completely changed its diplomatic orientation. It 
joined the League of Nations—which it had previously denounced 
as a union of robber-states—and became the leader of those who 
sought to organize collective security against aggression. After 
Munich, it began to be clear that the Soviet conception of collective 
security had little hope of success. Ihe Soviet government made a 
final effort to make terms with Britain and France. Convinced by 
the negotiations that neither had any firm will to agreement, the 
Soviet Union turned to that Germany of which for six years it had 
been the outstanding critic and made terms with Hitler which 
assured it, at least temporarily, of neutrality from that quarter. The 
Soviet Union, in search of security, thus abandoned the leadership 
of the anti-Fascist forces which it had assumed ever since Hitler’s 
advent to power. 

Treaties, in these days, have an inconstant air of fragility about 
them. The Soviet Union, therefore, used its power, intensified by 
the war, to insure itself against attack beyond anything that the 
treaty implied. It obtained, first, strategic outposts in Esthonia, 
Latvia and Lithuania, and then, by forcing the resignation of their 
governments, secured their incorporation in the Soviet Union. It 
occupied the ruins of Poland, roughly along the Curzon line of 
1920; and, under threat of war, it compelled Rumania to return 
the province of Bessarabia which itself it had been compelled to 
surrender in 1918. All this was achieved by a diplomacy behind, 
which, at each stage, was the naked threat of force. None of the 
states involved was in a position to resist. The Soviet Union, there¬ 
fore, was able to return to the Russian frontiers of Czarist days in 
these regions without, practically, striking a blow. 

Its experience with Finland was different. From this state, as 
from the Baltic provinces it was later to absorb, the Soviet Union 
sought strategic outposts. Finland yielded to most, though not to 
all, of the Soviet demands. After a brief delay, the Soviet Govern¬ 
ment produced, in the well-known Hitler manner, a series of frontier 
incidents and provocations. It refused the Finnish offer of investiga¬ 
tion and mediation. It announced that the Finnish attitude was a 
threat to Soviet security. A puppet government, mainly consisting 
of Finnish exiles who had not been in their country for twenty 
years, was recognized; and, in its name, the Soviet Government 
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proceeded to make war on Finland. It insisted, of course, that it 
was not making war, since it was acting in the name of the pseudo- 
government it had created, even though it was obvious that the 
authority of that pseudo-government extended only so far as the 
Soviet troops advanced. When, after three months’ heroic resistance, 
Finland capitulated, the pseudo-government disappeared into ob¬ 
scurity, and the Soviet Union proceeded to enforce something 
rather more drastic than its original demands upon its beaten foe. 

It is, I think, a reasonable assumption that a nation of four 
millions cannot be a serious threat to a nation of one hundred and 
eighty millions. What induced the Soviet Union which, ever since 
its inception, had been one of the foremost protagonists of inter¬ 
national peace, to embark upon the annihilation of a state with 
which it had a treaty of non-aggression until the very outbreak of 
hostilities, and upon whose advance to socialism it had offered 
congratulations but a few months before? Every item in the Soviet 
adventure in Finland coincided in character with that Fascist 
technique of aggression upon which, for six years, the Soviet Govern¬ 
ment had been foremost in heaping execration. There was the same 
manufacture of frontier incidents; there was the same denunciation 
of the constituted government as a band of robbers and reactionaries; 
there was the same insistence that a peaceful and friendly people 
constituted a threat of outrage. When Finland resisted, there was 
the same insistence that, behind its defiance, were the manoeuvres 
of the Soviet Union’s enemies. There was the same refusal either of 
direct negotiation, or of mediation, after hostilities began. There 
was even the same assurance to the Russian people, as Hitler was 
accustomed to make to Germany, that the action was hardly more 
than a police operation to which no serious importance need be 
attached. 

l'he Finnish adventure of the Soviet Union can be defended only 
on one or more of four grounds. It can be defended on the ground 
that might is right; it can be defended on the ground that the 
Soviet Union can do no wrong; it can be defended on the ground 
that those who share in the benefits of the Soviet system are, like 
the citizens of Rousseau’s utopia, “forced to be free”; or it can be 
defended on the giound that the strategic necessities of the Soviet 
Union made it imperative to close a loophole in the Baltic through 
which Leningrad might easily be overwhelmed by a powerful enemy. 

Only the last of these grounds even deserves discussion, though it 
should be said that Soviet enthusiasts have taken their stand upon 
ail of them. It is the proof of how persistent has been the fear of 
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invasion ever since 1917, and how little even the immense growth 
in the power of the Soviet Union has diminished that fear. It is 
reflected, also, in the outpourings ot denunciation upon the Finnish 
government; we hate none so deeply as those whom we have 
grievously wronged. It proves how little reliance the Soviet govern¬ 
ment really placed upon the treaty with Hitler; for a strong Germany 
was the only power capable ot using Finland as a base from which 
to attack the Soviet Union. The policy, therefore, was either an 
insurance against a German victoiy, and its consequences, or was 
bom of the fear that after some patchcd-up peace in Western 
Europe, the capitalist powers might again concert an alliance against 
the Soviet Union, perhaps using a Germany with which they had 
made peace as the spearhead of the attack. 

Fear drove Stalin and his associates into exactly that cynical 
policy of brute force they had, for long years, been foremost in 
denouncing. No power had gained so deep a hold on progressive 
opinion as the Soviet Union by its firm condemnation of aggression; 
the attack on Finland gravely jeopardized that hold, The substance 
of the case for it made by its friends was that action is permitted 
to the Soviet Union which that power may denounce when any 
other state attempts it. That is not a defence an honest observer 
will be inclined to make. It provided its enemies, in fact, with the 
case for an attack upon it, and the narrowness with which the 
collision was avoided was very small. Up to the attack on Finland, 
working-class opinion of the Soviet Union would have, made it 
difficult for any democratic government to join in, or be passive 
before, a coalition against the Soviet Union; exactly as that opinion 
compelled the end of intervention in 1920, so it would have pre¬ 
vented it again. But the policy of Stalin, between the Finnish attack 
and Hitler’s assault on Russia, went a long way towards dividing 
and confusing working-class opinion in the democracies. The 
contrast between the peaceful cession upon which Lenin insisted, 
and the demand for vassalage which Stalin enforced, was too 
glaring to be defensible to any save those for whom all Soviet 
action has the character of a religious dogma it is unnecessary to 
defend. Nor is the contrast made more palatable to socialists when 
it is accompanied by a vituperative hypocrisy which, had Hitler 
before the Russo-German treaty been its author, Stalin would have 
been the first to condemn in phrases that would have been obediently 
echoed by Communist parties all over the world. And none of this 
is less true because, when Hitler attacked Russia, Finland became 
his ally. For it is at least arguable that the support necessary to 
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enable Mannerheim and the Finnish reactionaries to adopt that 
policy was organized for them by Stalin when he launched his 
attack on Finland. Those who congratulated him on the far-sighted 
wisdom of his Finnish policy forget that, without it, there might 
well have been resistance to Mannerheim in Finland, and that the 
attack risked that goodwill among the workers which has been one 
of the most important Russian assets ever since 1917. 

I have dwelt at length upon this instance because it shows how 
far men will go beyond their avowed purposes when they are in the 
grip of fear. Nothing is so fatal to critical analysis because nothing 
so paralyses the faculty of rational judgment. Once the rulers of a 
society bc( ome afraid, reason itself seems to become their enemy. 
Those who judge their policy mistaken at once become identified 
with their enemies; even a failure to applaud leads to the suspicion 
of ill-will. And the deeper the fear, the greater the brutality it 
breeds. The rulers are driven, by an insane logic, into ever greater 
cruelty in order to suppress the memory of their first errors. They 
dare not stay to think; to do so is to make their obsession suspect. 
They become blind to their difficulties, and deaf to any warnings 
about them. A time even comes when they can abide no messenger 
of evil news. So that they become the prey of sycophants who aid 
them to build a ghost-world from which reality is excluded. As they 
brood in their prison, only complete victory and utter defeat seem 
possible. Having banished reason, they have lost the clue to the 
middle way since they realize that the worst may happen, they are 
driven to take precautions against it, and politics becomes a Borgian 
conspiracy in which he only is safe who strikes first. Life is then 
subdued to the medium of the informer and the secret police; and 
these ultimately shape the contours of policy. Thought, in such an 
atmosphere, ceases to have meaning in politics; tolerance is taken 
as proof cither of ill-will or weakness. Those come to prosper only 
in whose counsel the leaders hear the echo of their own illusions. 

Action taken under the impulse of fear can know no law save its 
own will. Its source hides any power to distinguish between categories 
of right and wrong. In such a regime, principle becomes futile, 
since success is the only criterion of good. The need to conceal one’s 
mind, lest penalty follow upon its open expression, puts a premium 
on skilful insincerity. Ordinary citizens cease to have a public 
character; they are driven to conceal themselves in the routine of 
piivatc relations. The fanatic and the bully take charge; and they 
use the hypocrite and the time-server as their instruments. Their 
habits, of course, provoke an antagonism which, because it is 
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denied the means of overt self-expression, is driven into conspiracy. 
But conspiracy, when a government is afraid, is an invitation to 
reprisal which inevitably reaches far beyond the ranks of the con¬ 
spirators. It provides a ground for making terror a permanent 
instrument of policy; and, since terror is bound to provoke hate, as 
Robespierre and Stalin have both discovered, it becomes ever more 
difficult to modify its operation. 

A government built upon fear is driven into tyranny; nearly 
twenty-five centuries have passed since Aristotle, with his customary 
precision, noted its traits in detail. It is this kind of fear which 
haunts our age, and sets its perspective. It is a contagious fear, for, 
in the community of nations, sane men must seek to deal with 
madmen, if these be the rulers of states. And because they must so 
deal, they will find that the madness fear has inspired infects some 
of their own citizens; there are Englishmen to whom Hitler has 
become a hero upon whose habits they model their own ambitions. 
Fear, in a word, is the parent of madness. It is bound to persecute, 
whether its persecution take the form of terrorism within or war 
without; and the protests of its victims lead it on to a tempo of 
ever-increasing brutality. That can be seen in the German treat¬ 
ment of the Jews; it is hardly less evident in the savage assault 
upon the countries Hitler has ravished. Men who begin with violence 
as a technique for securing power move, as rulers, to the concen¬ 
tration-camp and the machine-gun. They do not know how to 
govern even in a state of siege. 


Ill 

The fear that surrounds our civilization is the outcome of a 
situation in which a growing proportion of citizens feel that it is 
unjust in its principles. We can see the same phenomenon in each 
of the ages that has a similar revolutionary character. In each, also, 
the way to the removal of the fear was either the attainment of a 
new social equilibrium upon which men were agreed or, alterna¬ 
tively, such a new access of prosperity under the old order as 
persuaded men to accept unrevised foundations for a further period. 
Anyone, for example, who examines the impact of Puritanism on 
the rulers of Britain three centuries ago, or that of the Chartists in 
the nineteenth century, can see much the same mood in rulers and 
ruled alike. The first are fearful about the mood of the masses, and 
see in it a challenge to law and order; the second demand profound 
political reconstruction which they can only be persuaded to forgo 
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when a new tide of prosperity offers them new opportunities of 
well-being. 

1 hc'c instances can be put in a more generalized form. A govern¬ 
ment can always keep the allegiance of the multitude so long as it 
can satisfy their established expectations. Granted this ability, the 
wide contrast between the lives of the rich and poor will matter 
comparatively little over a narrow period. There will be hate and 
envy, and the alarm these breed in the mind; but they will, as a 
rule, lack both the volume and the organization that make them a 
serious threat. 1 he failure to satisfy them gives rise to grievance; 
and grievam c bee oincs a philosophy of dissent unless the social 
order in which it operates is both swift and wise in making con- 
< essions to it. For a philosophy of dissent is bound to drive towards 
the basis of the social order against which it is a protest. It fastens 
upon the irrationalities of that order as the causes of its frustration. 
Unless those who benefit from them are able to prove their validity, 
a philosophy of dissent becomes, pretty quickly, an attack upon the 
constitutive prim iple of the social order in which the discontent has 
arisen. 

That was remarkably the case with seventeenth-century Puri¬ 
tanism. ('artwiight and his successors prepared the road on which 
I.ilburne and VVinstanley marched. A criticism of ecclesiastical 
forms became an attack upon social principles; and men like John 
Goodwin found that the way to spiritual salvation was through a 
political gate. 1 And in a political democracy like ours, this is bound 
to be particularly the case. For in such a form of organized society, 
the power to choose the rulers rests, formally, with the masses; 
and there is a constant need in any government to satisfy their 
established ex pec tations lest they suffer the penalty of loss of power. 

This situation has become increasingly general in countries like 
Great Ihitain, France and the Germany of the Weimar regime. 
There, the fundamental basis of party-structure has been economic, 
and a growing working-class party, whose raison d'etoe has been, 
essentially, the inadequacy of distiibution, has competed with its 
rivals for working-class suffrages. In the mature political democracies 
of the West, this was bound to mean, short of war and revolution, 
the electoral triumph of the working-class party unless its rivals 
were able to prov idc siu h increasing material benefit to the masses 
that there did not appear an) spec ial need for that triumph. 

That need will, in fact, be felt in every democracy 'which has 

1 C f his Ri^ht and Migf t Well Met (1649); and rf. A. P. Woodehouse, Puritanism 
and Liberty (193ft), pp. 89-90. 
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attained economic maturity. Once that stage comes, there are, 
invariably, not only stagnation of opportunity, but also the demand, 
because of that stagnation, that the power of the state be used to 
mitigate the consequences of social inequality. We can see this 
situation developing in, and transforming, the United States before 
our eyes. What has there been the dramatic product of a decade of 
intense depression has, with ourselves, been more evenly distributed 
over an effort of nearly forty years. 

But the driving force is the same. The state is changed from a 
laissez-faire state to a social service state; and those only can effec¬ 
tively operate its power who are willing to use it for this end. But 
this they can only do upon two conditions, at least successfully. The 
drain of positive action by the state must not disturb the owners of 
property in the society; and it must not affect the power to market 
commodities at a profit. For our economic system lives by the 
confidence of owners in their power to make profit; and if this 
confidence be disturbed, that psychological atmosphere is absent in 
which men easily consent to the cost of great social reforms. A 
situation then emerges in which the contrast between rich and 
poor, the difference, also, between their ways of thought, becomes 
of momentous significance. The rich are called upon to justify the 
privileges they enjoy; and the arguments by which they defend 
them do not appear adequate to those excluded from the privileges. 
It then becomes necessary for those who deny this adequacy to 
attack the basis upon which those privileges rest. 

They seek, therefore, the foundations of a new economic order; 
and the nearer they come to producing conviction among the 
masses, the less able are the privileged to maintain confidence in 
their position. This decline in confidence, moreover, so strikingly 
manifest in America during the Roosevelt regime, itself diminishes 
the ability of the economic system to provide the means of satisfying 
mass-expectation. Investment halts; unemployment increases; there 
may even be something like a “strike” of capital. The contradiction 
between the political sovereignty of numbers and the economic 
sovereignty of the privileged threatens the foundations of law and 
order. This is the atmosphere in which fear drives men to extra¬ 
constitutional action. 

It is a fear intensified in the older civilizations—though less so in 
the new world—by the deep social cleavage between classes. They 
live so differently that they think differently too. They rarely 
exchange ideas. They have few organized and continuous oppor¬ 
tunities to penetrate each other’s thoughts and hopes. For the major 
c 
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part of their lives, they might almost belong to different species, so 
fragile and interstitial are the threads which connect them. In Britain, 
for example, they go to different schools; in large part, also, they 
go to different universities. The main permanent positions in Church 
and State are the appanage of a single class for the most part trained 
separately from its poorer neighbours for the places in them. An 
eminent statesman, like the late Lord Balfour, for example, was in 
the political life of his country for over fifty years; yet the only 
recorded contact with the working-class of which his biographer has 
to tell is with his valet and his chauffeur. The Trades Union Congress 
is nearly seventy years old; but when its chairman is presented to 
the King it is an event striking enough to be commemorated by 
leading articles in the press. The depth of our inequality, in 
fact, has been so little touched by the progress of political 
democracy in the last forty years that it is not an exaggeration 
to say that the two nations into which Britain is still divided 
hardly possess a common culture. And the faith of the rich in 
political democracy is pretty strictly conditioned by the unstated 
assumption that its principles are not applicable in the economic 
realm. 

Historically, in fact, political democracy, throughout Western 
civilization, is the price the middle class had to pay for the support 
of the masses in its struggle with the feudal aristocracy for power. 
It welcomed that support until victory was certain; it has been 
doubtful of its consequences ever since. Everywhere, after its victory, 
it made an alliance with the class it had defeated; everywhere, 
also, it used its victory to make laws which would safeguard their 
joint hold upon the vital centres of power. The history of political 
democracy in the period since the French Revolution is the history 
of its acceptance so long as the masses do not seek to extend it to 
the planes of economic and social life. On those planes, the attempt 
of democratic principles to make their way has been resisted with 
the same firmness as the feudal aristocracy showed in its struggle 
with the rising middle class. On the evidence, the fact is so far 
inescapable that if those who live by owning have to choose between 
the continuance of their ownership, and the continuance of demo¬ 
cracy, they will choose the continuance of ownership. They will 
even insist, with obvious sincerity, that they do so in the interest of 
the whole community. 

It is because we are being driven to the point at which that 
choice has to be made that the atmosphere of our generation is 
tinged with fear. For property, as Madison said, is by far the most 
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durable source of faction; and over its constitution men will kill 
and be killed without mercy or constraint. We have learned that 
from the French and Russian Revolutions; we have learned it, also, 
from the use to which Hider has put the possession of power. If it 
be said that these are abnormal instances, in which a new equili¬ 
brium is establishing itself, one has only to examine the struggle 
between capital and labour to see that revolutionary violence differs 
quantitatively rather than qualitatively from the limits to which 
men will go when they are fearful for their property. Peaceful 
possession of property is characteristic only of those epochs when 
the established expectations of men are satisfied. As soon as dis¬ 
satisfaction is widespread, there is fear; and, with the coming of 
fear, once again there is danger to the prospect that men can argue 
rationally about concepts of change. 

There is thus nothing mysterious about the central source of our 
differences at the present time. What has broken down is the equili¬ 
brium established by the French Revolution when it brought the 
middle class to power. Its rule was, in many ways, a government 
of great qualities, active, industrious, moderate and even tolerant. 
It was rarely imaginative government, for imagination is not the 
characteristic quality of the middle class. It has also been, for the 
most part, timid government; its main concern has been evasion of 
the need to make great decisions, since these disturb that sense of 
security, that maintenance of the tried routine, which are the 
middle-class criteria of successful rule. It thinks of the habits by 
which it conducts its private affairs as those by which the public 
business is to be carried on; even the imperial mission of the middle 
class was conceived essentially as though it was a vast trading 
enterprise. The power to project its mind beyond itself, the power, 
even more, to build a relation of affection between itself and those 
whom it controls, have been characteristics of which the middle- 
class government is increasingly incapable. It thinks almost wholly, 
even in the context of the arts, in terms of what Carlyle called the 
cash-nexus. It has failed to realize that relations so built can only 
endure when the security and opportunities for wealth, which are 
its own aims, are extended continually to the poorer sections of the 
population. 

Since the last war generally, and since the great depression in 
particular, it has been widely understood that, especially in the 
context of political democracy, the cash-nexus provides no assured 
basis upon which to build the hope of continued power. The con¬ 
tradictions of the regime have been profound. There have been 
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many ambitions and few places. The old have found little room or 
sympathy for the aspirations of the young. The workers have not 
merely been unemployed in vast numbers; they have been educated 
to the point where they resent their unemployment as a proof of 
inadequacy in the social process. There is a great increase in political 
scepticism, and that at a time when the range and intensity of our 
problems call for the unity of an agreed and deeply held political 
faith. The government of the middle class continues; but it is not 
able to command any profound confidence. There is the sense 
everywhere that the men are not equal to the issues, that the moun¬ 
tain labours with no product proportionate to its travail. If there 
has been, at least in Britain, little actual disorder, there is the fact 
that the idea of disorder has entered deeply into men’s minds. Two 
wars, and the complex phenomenon of which, so far, the Russian 
Revolution is merely the chief incident, have thrown into the 
melting pot the traditional values and the traditional techniques 
which middle-class government erected into a system. The gale of 
fundamental change is in the air; and the rule of the middle class 
rests upon a fragile and uneasy equipoise. 

For the middle class does not seem to understand what, in a 
period like our own, it is essential for it to realize: that the condi¬ 
tions have called into question the basic character of our social 
constitution. When the workers are deeply convinced that the present 
distribution of wealth is unjust; when, organized as a major political 
party, they pronounce the present system of private ownership not 
merely inequitable but, also, incompatible with the potential wealth 
in which they might share; when, all over western civilization, they 
arc growingly convinced that the poverty from which they suffered 
is at once unnecessary and caused by the present economic system; 
when the subject-peoples of empire are increasingly disinclined to 
accept that subjection upon which a good deal of middle-class 
supremacy depends; when the workers urge that they have tried to 
reorganize the form and spirit of all political institutions without 
being able to rationalize social conditions; when, by no means 
least, the decay of religious faith prevents them from hoping for 
benefits in the next world that will compensate for the deficiencies 
of their present situation; then, it may be argued, the stage is set 
for one of those fundamental revolutions of which the Reformation 
is the supreme example in the modern time. 

But there enters here the tragic result of that defect of imagination 
in the middle class w'hich I have already noted. It cannot appreciate 
the mind of its critics. It attributes to envy what is due to disbelief. 
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Able, on its own premisses, to show that its balance-sheet does not 
permit of large concessions, it exhibits that characteristic weakness 
of a challenged order, the inability to know what or when to yield. 
It is afraid itself to inaugurate fundamental change partly because, 
like every class long accustomed to rule, it believes that the final 
bargain with history has been made, and partly because, again like 
such a class, fear of the unknown inhibits in it the power to reason 
generously. The result is that at the very moment when its own 
safety calls it to lead the nation beyond the boundaries it has been 
wont to regard as secure, it becomes determined to insist upon 
remaining within them, to identify them, indeed, with the well¬ 
being of all classes. It cannot conceive, that is, of security except 
upon its own terms; and not even the fate of the middle class in 
Russia, Germany and France, makes it understand that security 
upon its own terms is no longer available to it. 

For to maintain that security, it must do one of three things. It 
must be able to achieve recovery upon a scale which removes the 
disbelief in its capacity to govern successfully; that the condition of 
the system no longer permits it to do. Or it must destroy the demo¬ 
cracy which has been the main form of its political expression in 
order to attack the historic institutions of the working class through 
which the disbelief in its capacity to rule is organized into action. 
Or, again, it must itself inaugurate fundamental changes which 
permit the adaptation of the relations of production to the forces of 
production. It must, that is to say, inaugurate that rarest of historical 
phenomena, a revolution by consent. 

So far, as in Italy and Germany and France, it is to the second 
of these methods that the middle class has turned. To do so, it has 
allied itself with the kind of party of which Hitler and Mussolini 
arc the leaders. But when it has elevated them to power, it finds 
that it is no longer master in its own house. For Hitler and Mussolini, 
who represent the outlaw-forces of Society, having come to power, 
wish to retain it; and they adapt the state-apparatus to the needs 
that retention requires. They have, whether they will or no, at 
once to satisfy their followers, and, sooner or later, to satisfy those 
masses whom they have at once wooed and attacked in their march 
to power. The first need involves the kind of gangster-rule we 
associate with fascism, and this, very rapidly, creates exactly the 
conditions of insecurity the alliance was intended to avoid. The 
second, as we have grimly learned, involves a policy of international 
aggression which, in the end, means war. But since war on the 
modem scale is the inevitable parent of violent social change, it 
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produces exactly the internal disruption the alliance sought to 
prevent. 

The result is the unmistakable one that, everywhere, a species of 
behaviour is becoming prevalent peculiar to times of profound 
disorder in history. It is not merely the outcome of war, though 
the war intensifies it; for the war itself is the outcome of the temper 
of which I am speaking. What is breaking down is respect for the 
idea of law itself because the laws made by the middle class can no 
longer contain the purposes which the masses believe to be socially 
valid. We are at one of those turning-points in history where what 
is required is, so to say, a diet of great reforms. But because such a 
diet is a threat to the middle-class conception of security, that class 
is afraid of its results on the social digestion. It thinks, therefore, as 
very notably in the United States, in terms of recovery as the anti¬ 
thesis of reform; and it grows more afraid the more insistently the 
physicians diagnose the depth of the disease. Fear, as I have insisted, 
leads to intolerance, which is bound, at some stage, to lead to 
suppression. We become involved in a vicious circle where funda¬ 
mental change is at once demanded and refused by men who do 
not examine, and are ever less able to appreciate, the meaning of 
each other’s premisses. That is a position in which violent conflict 
between them is certain unless they realize the imminence of the 
catastrophe in time. 

Wc confront, in a word, the need not for a law here, or a law 
there, but for a vital change in the whole spirit of government. 
Either that must come with the co-operation of those who now 
rule, or the objective facts will compel a violent change in the 
principles of the society they govern. I do not pretend, for reasons 
I shall examine later, that it will be a change for the better; as in 
Germany those may be brought to power who will take our com¬ 
munity into a new dark age. But, even were that to be the case, 
the new rulers would confront the same central problem and be as 
unable as their predecessors to solve it in terms of peace. For the 
new Germany has solved none of the problems the Weimar Republic 
failed to solve; and it has only prepared a terrible revenge for its 
rulers by reason of the methods through which they have evaded 
them. 

“It is not the mechanism of laws that produces great events,” 
Tocqueville told the French Chamber two days before the over¬ 
throw of Louis Philippe, “but the inner spirit of government.” All 
over Western Europe and America that inner spirit of government 
refuses adaptation to the demands of a new time. It has broken 
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down, exactly as the rule of the feudal aristocracy broke down, 
because, within the terms of its principles, it cannot exploit the 
potentialities of production. It is compelled to suppress invention; 
it is driven to every device of restriction its ingenuity can think out; 
it imposes, at the same time, growing technological unemployment. 
We have reached a situation in which three things are outstanding. 
The commercial aristocracy of our age at once impoverishes and 
degrades the men who serve it, and then abandons them to the 
charity of the public. The power to distribute fails everywhere in 
our civilization to keep pace with the power to produce that is at 
our disposal; and business men are compelled to ask the aid of the 
state in restricting, in the interest of their profits, the supplies which 
men so badly need. The character of our class-relations makes 
scientific discovery on the one hand the enemy of the worker it 
displaces, and, on the other, of the producer whose plant it renders 
obsolete; and it thus frustrates the central implication of science 
which is the extraction of abundance by human power over nature. 
To these must be added the further consequence that our system of 
education produces, in this situation, large numbers whose oppor¬ 
tunities are disproportionate to their ambitions and who are, there¬ 
fore, transformed by legitimate disappointment into the enemies of 
society. 

None of these problems is met, and all of them are exacerbated, 
by the abandonment of democracy as a framework for the state. 
For that abandonment, as we have seen, means the refusal of free 
discussion, and that refusal is ultimately inimical to the spirit 
which scientific discovery requires. A civilization at once so complex 
and so fragile as ours must postulate the need for scientific discovery 
as a primary condition of its survival. On these terms, a social 
order built upon the denial of democracy is bound rapidly to 
deteriorate unless it learns, with equal rapidity, how to transform 
its processes of coercion into processes of consent. But, to do so, it 
must learn to placate grievance, and the only way to its placation 
lies through the highroad of free discussion. Free discussion, as I 
have said, is bom of security, and security, in its turn, comes only 
when the great majority of men feel that they have the great ends 
of life in common. They do not feel that now; that is why our 
society is poised on the. abyss of so immense a convulsion. As always 
in such a time, when the superficial occasions of that convulsion are 
removed, the basic fact emerges that the curse of our social order 
is its irrational inequalities. Either we must find ourselves able to 
co-operate in their removal, or we shall move rapidly to conflict 
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about them. Either, that is, the middle class must co-operate with 
the workers in essential revisions, as the aristocracy was wise enough 
to do, even if at the eleventh hour, a century ago over the Reform 
Bill, or violent revolution will be unleashed by means that may 
well transform the ends either party to the conflict has in view. This 
is the ultimate choice that lies before us. Let us at least approach 
it with the knowledge that we are compelled to choose. 



Chapter II 

THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION 


i 

The Russian Revolution stands to the twentieth century in the 
same historical relation as the French Revolution stands to the 
nineteenth. Each had been prepared by long ideological analysis 
in which the supporters of those who held the reins of power were 
unable to answer the challenge of those who denied the validity of 
its operation. Each was the outcome of a long epoch of misgovern- 
ment in which the inefficiency of the rulers was almost more striking 
than their oppressiveness. Each began in a mood of optimism and 
exhilaration which seemed to offer the prospect of wide horizons 
of freedom. But each rapidly encountered, upon the issue of the 
disposition of property-rights, antagonisms so profound that internal 
dissension provoked dictatorship. In each case, also, dissension over 
property produced abroad the fear of infection; foreign governments 
therefore intervened in order, for the protection of their own social 
systems, to put a term to the novelties they feared. In each case, 
again, two profound consequences followed upon revolutionary 
change. The psychological outlook of the under-privileged was 
permanently affected; and the privileged everywhere had to adjust 
their claims to a recognition of that new outlook. The adjustment, 
however, was passionately resisted after 1790; and only after a 
generation of war did it begin, in a fundamental way, to enter into 
the everyday habits of government. When it did so enter, it became 
clear that, despite the heavy price men paid for its admission, it 
raised in a remarkable way the level of satisfaction at which response 
is made to the claims of ordinary men. 

We are, at present, in the period of reaction from the ideology 
of the Russian Revolution; so that our power to judge it with any 
detachment suffers from the passionate emotions it has aroused. 
To some, its benefits are so clear, its achievements so immense, that 
they are unable even to consider their cost; while to others, that 
cost has been so ugly and so overwhelming that the very notion of 
either benefit or achievement is dismissed as unthinkable. Extremism 
of either kind is as foolish and as dangerous w ith the Russian Revolu¬ 
tion as with that of France, or its true precursor, the Reformation 
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Our business, as we examine its nature, is to recognize the causes 
which have given to it the forms it has assumed. That its follies and 
blunders and even crimes, have been immense, no one has recog¬ 
nized more freely than Lenin, its supreme architect. That many 
of them were, in great part, the outcome of the policy adopted by 
its enemies, external not less than internal, is, on the evidence, 
painfully dear. We can only understand the Russian Revolution in 
the degree that wc recognize it as the first stage in a fundamental 
transformation of the social principles of Western civilization. If we 
regard it as less than this, we shall wholly mistake its nature. 

It is not, of course, even as the first stage, a transformation wrought 
rapidly, or wrought by Russians alone. In a sense, the whole move¬ 
ment of ideas we call modem history went to its making. It could 
not have been what it is without the scientific revolution of the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries; and it could not have been 
what it is without the impact of the so-called industrial revolution 
of the eighteenth. Hobbes and Locke, Rousseau and Hegel, that 
socialist tradition in which Marx is the outstanding name, shaped 
the slow affirmation of the ideas and the methods in which it cul¬ 
minated. But let us remember, too, that the men who sowed the 
Bolshevik seed were the lineal descendants of the Jacobin represen¬ 
tatives on mission, and that these join hands, through the correspon¬ 
dence Committees of the American Revolution, with the Agitators 
of Cromwell’s army who, in their turn, owe an immense debt to 
the habits of the itinerant Puritan preachers of the age. The Russian 
Revolution, despite its appearance in a nation widely dispersed 
over Asia as well as Europe, is above all an European revolution. 
It happened first in Russia because the opposition there to its 
central principles was too weak, in the background of military 
defeat, to organize resistance to their claims. But the causes from 
which it was born affect, if in different ways, the whole of Western 
civilization, and its momentum will not end until those causes have 
been tackled by remedies proportionate to their profundity. 

A long tradition of misgovemment; an inability, out of that 
tradition, to recognize the validity of substantial grievance; a deter¬ 
mination, therefore, on the part of those who ruled to deal with 
grievance rather by suppressing than by remedying it; when sup¬ 
pression failed, an insistence upon intensifying its rigours rather 
than a search for comprehensive accommodation; the dissipation 
of the common man’s faith in the capacity and goodwill of his 
rulers by bankruptcy and corrupt cruelty at home, and defeat 
abroad; these are the terms in which the stage for the Russian 
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adventure was set. Moderate men were driven to despair by the 
ineptitude of the regime; extremists were driven to desperation. 
Those who profited by the system were so few, in proportion to 
those who suffered from it, that when the magic of their traditional 
authority was dissipated, they had no means by which they could 
retain their power. Let us remember that in Russia in 1917, as in 
France in 1789, the moral foundations of potential power had been 
sapped long before the revolutionaries took over the possession of 
the state. Political power was reorganized when it had, as it were, 
no longer a spiritual principle to clothe it with respectability. 

For the rulers of Czarist Russia had been so long estranged from 
their subjects that they did not know their needs even when they 
encountered their expression. The aristocracy, like that of France, 
was probably the most cultivated in Europe; but, like that of 
France, also, long years of discussion separated from the obligation 
to take decisions had paralysed their wills, so that when the crisis 
came, they did not know how to formulate a policy, much less to 
compel its execution. Naturally they yielded place to the men who, 
like Lenin, had the wisdom to plan, and the resourcefulness to act, 
who, even more, had built their planning upon a philosophic in¬ 
sight into the structure and functioning of the civilization of which 
they were set on becoming masters. The Bolshevik Party triumphed 
in the Revolution because, in a period of virtual anarchy, it alone 
knew how to wrest from it the certitude of direction and the firmness 
of control a government necessarily requires in order to be a govern¬ 
ment. Their opponents had nothing to which to appeal save a 
traditional habit of obedience which had broken down, and an 
historic patriotism which previous outrage had dissolved. The 
Bolsheviks knew how to restore both. They offered order for chaos, 
and hope for fear. They restored a routine of habit to men who 
had become panic-stricken by uncertainty and breakdown. They 
drew public opinion to their side partly by the skill with which they 
diagnosed popular wants and pardy by the vigour they infused into 
their exercise of power. 

No doubt the Bolsheviks had great opportunities on their side. 
The machinery of government had largely ceased to function; 
maltreatment and defeat had made the defence forces of the state 
no longer loyal to the legal rulers; there was, over all of Russia, 
that widespread revolutionary discontent which, though it had in 
fact been long preparing—as 1905 made evident—seemed to dissi¬ 
pate at a stroke the traditional habit of obedience. The Bolsheviks 
were a party of iron discipline, schooled by the genius of Lenin to 
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watch with care the minutest movements of public opinion. They 
only knew what the masses wanted. They only had the insight to 
go to the masses offering them what they wanted. They obtained 
their support because they meant, as no other party meant, the 
prospect of peace and bread. They met opponents divided in interest 
and uncertain of direction. While these debated, they were able to 
act. They seized power because they only, among those who struggled 
for it, had a consistent view both of the way to attain it and the ends 
for which it could be used. 

It is, of course, one thing to seize power; it is another, and a 
quite different thing, to maintain its possession. No one who reads 
the grim history of civil war and intervention in the Soviet Union 
can fail to be impressed by the achievement the Bolshevik retention 
of power represents on any showing. They had to improvise an 
administration; they had to build and organize an army; they 
had to deal with widespread famine and disease; over vast areas 
of their territory the very means of communication had broken 
down; everywhere, too, nations which had suffered oppression from 
Great Russia, asserted their right to a separate existence. They had 
to contend with Germany; while the erstwhile allies of the Czar 
occupied territory and armed and financed their internal opponents. 
Foreign trade largely disappeared; and a rigorous blockade was 
enforced against the new state-power. In those early months of the 
regime, the capacity to retain power must have seemecj minimal 
above all to those who were in charge of its destinies. / 

Yet they succeeded; and it may be suggested that they succeeded, 
essentially, for three reasons. They succeeded first and foremost, 
because they brought to the common people of Russia the first hope, 
in a century of misgovemment, of power over their own lives. No 
one can analyse the decrees of the Bolshevik government in that 
first momentous year of its history without something akin to awe 
for its leaders. It is not only the depth of the insight they displayed 
into the wants of the governed; it is not only the largeness of the 
conceptions with which they operated. It is, even more, the width 
of the avenues they opened to talent—here the resemblance to 1789 
is remarkable—and the genius with which they appealed, again as 
in 1789, to the highest creative impulses they encountered. They 
did not seem apart and aloof from those over whom they ruled; 
they were one with and of them. They had the insight to associate 
with their adventure those nouvelles couches societies, the workers and 
the peasants, who in field and factory, in army and in soviet, both 
learned responsibility for the exercise of power and acquired an 
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interest in the regime from participation to its governance. The 
break-up of the large landed estates, moreover, and the wholesale 
expropriation of the capitalist class, gave peasants and workers a 
sense of mastery over their fate they had never previously possessed. 
Amid all the ruin of civil war and famine in the early period of the 
October Revolution/ it is noteworthy that observers consistently 
report an immense exhilaration among the people. They feel that 
they are living in a great epoch; they feel they are dying for great 
ends. Not even the coming of dictatorship, after the attempted 
assassination of Lenin, seems to have deprived them of the convic¬ 
tion that a new and wider freedom was theirs."^ 

That, I think, was the first reason for the Bolshevik retention of 
power. The second reason was foreign intervention. It may be 
doubted whether it ever, in fact, reached proportions likely to have 
resulted in the overthrow of the regime; and this is significant in 
itself, because the cause of that inadequacy, above all in Britain, 
was undoubtedly the deep and growing volume of resistance to it 
on the part of the organized workers. They viewed with intense 
distrust an assault upon the first effective socialist revolution in 
the world by statesmen whose primary motive was defence of private 
property. The speedy accumulation by the Soviet government of a 
fund of goodwill among the workers which only its own errors could 
dissipate, is a factor which every capitalist government, especially 
the democratic, had consistently to take into account; for no foreign 
government has ever aroused among workers in other countries 
anything like the same interest or the same enthusiasm. And foreign 
intervention immensely aided the Bolsheviks because it aroused 
among the Russian people, even among many who were dubious 
or hostile, that deep sense of national exclusiveness, the emotion 
of patriotism which the idea of a government imposed by the 
foreigner seems almost instinctively to arouse. It is probable that, 
even without foreign intervention, the Bolsheviks would have held 
their ground. When it came upon a scale that was irritating, without 
being decisive, it was a help, and not a hindrance, to them. 

The third factor in Bolshevik success was the character of the 
agents of Russian counter-revolution. To the genius of Lenin and 
his colleagues, the dying society could only oppose a series of sorry 
adventurers who had no programme to offer save the restitution, 
in some form, of the regime against which the Revolution was so 
magistral a protest, and no method of implementing that restitution 
save brutal pogrom and savage bloodshed.^Wherever they went, 
they inoculated the population with hate against what they repre- 
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sented; and, over massive areas of the country, their habits created 
the passionate conviction that the Bolsheviks were deliverers from 
their ugly vengeance. The Bolsheviks might stand for a Red Terror; 
but that was associated with big and creative purposes the common 
sense of the masses was able to appreciate. The White Terror seemed 
to have little purpose save terror itself. The vi6ta its possible per¬ 
manence unfolded was that of a return to a previous condition of 
servitude in which literally millions would pay dearly for their brief 
hour of freedom. Not even during the worst moments of the French 
Revolution has reaction seemed so brutal or so ugly as during the 
Russian civil wars. The progress of the adventurers was as hideous 
as the revenge wreaked upon the citizens of Paris by Thiers and 
Gallifet, after the Commune of 1871, and upon an immensely 
larger scale. The Whites conveyed by their own policies the con¬ 
viction that the Revolution was indeed a popular one. They con¬ 
tributed to it an emotional drive which enabled it to transcend all 
the chaos and famine and disease which accompanied its evolution 
to victory. 


II 

The history of the Russian Revolution, after the close of the 
Civil Wars, divides itself naturally into three periods. There is the 
period, which ends in 1924 with the death of Lenin, during which 
he, above all, provided it with the means of its consolidation. There 
is the period from 1924 to 1927 during which effective progress 
halted while the Bolsheviks were convulsed by the factional fight 
for power between Stalin and Trotsky. There is the period, finally, 
since 1927, in which, with the centralization of effective power in 
Stalin’s hands, the Soviet Union has begun the fulfilment of an 
immense programme of collectivization and industrialization at a 
pace, and upon a scale, which no other society has previously known. 
Nothing, indeed, like the rate of change in these years has been 
seen save in the opening up of the immense resources of the North 
American Continent. 

We must avoid the temptation to compare these stages with those 
in the history of previous revolutions; the conditions of the Revolu¬ 
tion in Russia make its character unique. To deal with an immense 
population, most of whom were illiterate, and unaccustomed to 
the technology of the machine; to weld into an effective unity a 
congeries of different nationalities, many of whom did not even 
suspect the meaning of Western civilization; to build up great 
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defence forces which would counter any effort on the part of hostile 
powers to take advantage of the society’s weakness; rapidly to 
proceed with the discovery and exploitation of Russian resources, 
without inviting dependence upon foreign capital for their develop¬ 
ment; to retain the loyalty of the masses to the regime without 
permitting them the continuous certainty of that level of con¬ 
sumption to which even the Czarist epoch had accustomed them; 
to persuade them, that is, to postpone present satisfactions by pro¬ 
ducing the deep conviction of great future benefits; to break down, 
especially among a deeply individualist peasant population, the 
ingrained habits of an acquisitive society; constantly to innovate 
and experiment upon a scale where possible error left the narrowest 
margins of safety; all the time to thread its way amid the com¬ 
plexities of diplomatic relations which, at the best, were unfriendly, 
and, at the worst, actively hostile; to convince, by reason of those 
dangers, the working-class of a large part of the world that the 
interests of the Russian Revolution were something that they, too, 
must defend; to build an administrative apparatus for the new 
state in which confidence was possible; to evoke and train the 
talent proportionate to the scale of the adventure; to secure from 
that talent, as it was trained, the loyalty and devotion which would 
fit it to found the new civilization inherent in the principles of 
Bolshevism; here, on any showing, were gigantic tasks. 'Fheir funda¬ 
mental architecture could only have been conceived by a man of 
Lenin’s boldness of conception, fertility of resource, and dominating 
courage of will. On any showing, too, what was achieved in his 
lifetime represented as much as any revolutionary statesman has 
ever been able to wrest of fulfilment of his dreams. It gives him an 
unquestionable title to be regarded as one of the supreme figures 
of modem history. 

The experiment of the Russian Revolution has, I think, demon¬ 
strated certain things beyond any shadow of doubt. Some of them, 
of course, were historically known before that Revolution and its 
experience has merely confirmed them; others are new, and it 
may well be that their novelty constitutes the real significance of 
the Revolution. It is a reaffirmation of previous experience that a 
Revolution opens up an immense reservoir of new talent, which 
would, otherwise, have no opportunity of effective expression. Just 
as, without the Civil Wars of the seventeenth century, Cromwell and 
Ireton, Lilbume and Winstanley, would hardly have emerged even 
into the footnotes of history, so, without the Revolution, Lenin and 
Trotsky would have been rather dreary exiles, wandering between 
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the different capitals of Europe, and Stalin an obscure conspirator, 
worth half an inch of newspaper for a bold offence against the laws 
of property. 

But more than this. The Revolution not only revealed wide 
capacity for leadership among hitherto unknown men; that is a 
commonplace of revolutions. Far more important was its revelation, 
again a vital confirmation of previous experience, that a change 
whuh broadens the basis of power in society offers at once the 
evidence that a far greater number of the population is capable of 
creative activity than the previous relations of production had led 
men to suppose. Since 1917, it has become evident that there is in 
the Soviet Union, as no doubt in every people, a power in oppor¬ 
tunity of service to evoke a massive capacity of response which is 
apparently inexhaustible so long as the opportunity remains. In 
the generation since 1917, there is literally hardly a village in the 
Soviet Union which has not produced, in the'eontext of its special 
need, its local Hampden capable of arousing it to efforts of which 
it had not previously known that it was capable. And this capacity 
for response is not limited to any special line of life. The more 
widely it is evoked, the more fully is it displayed. 

For, indeed, the sense of wide horizons opening to a population 
hitherto confined to narrow perspectives of opportunity is bound 
to evoke what is best in the spirit of a people. That this has taken 
place on an immense scale in the Soviet Union does not permit ol 
serious denial. That, alongside its evocation, there has gone the 
deliberate organization of channels through which new oppor¬ 
tunities have made themselves felt both to the humblest citizen, 
and in the most backward areas, there is ample evidence to prove. 
The scale, for example, upon which education has been organized 
has given to millions not only a sense of that cultural heritage to 
which, previously, they had been denied access; it has given them, 
also, a power to make themselves articulate, an ability to explain 
the wants they have, which is of the essence of freedom. And that 
educational effort, it is notable, has been extended to nations, as in 
the Caucasus and the Arctic Circle, who had not previously known 
even the benefit of a written language. Nothing in the history of 
colonial administration even begins to compare with the Soviet 
achievement in this field; the effort of Great Britain in India where, 
for over a century, a similar opportunity has presented itself, is a 
mean and poor thing by comparison. Nor can the difference be 
explained except by the argument that the social philosophy of the 
Bolsheviks gave them a direct interest in the elevation of the back- 
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ward peoples they controlled, while the social philosophy of British 
imperialism made it suspect each cultural advance in India as an 
implicit challenge to its own authority as an alien power there. 

Nothing in modern times even approximates to the scale or the 
rapidity of the Soxiet advance in the field of education. It took 
over a century to build the modern structure of the British educa¬ 
tional system; and its advanced stages are still confined to a very 
small section of the population. Yet the British evidence is clear that 
a far greater proportion of the nation’s children could profit from 
a more advanced education than arc able to attain it; and it is 
important that nothing debars them from it save the economic and 
social implications of the British property system. From those 
implications, the Soviet outlook upon education is wholly fiee; 
and it is, I think, legitimate to argue that, some dozen states of the 
American Union apart, the educational opportunities of Russia are 
now better than those of any other country in the world. They 
mean not only a greater power to evoke talent which may be har¬ 
nessed to social achievement. They mean, also, a far smaller pro¬ 
portion of frustrated lives. And they imply an anxiety on the part 
of the rulers of the Soviet Union both to train and to utilize ability 
which goes far beyond that exhibited in any other state in modern 
times. 

That educational achievement has gone hand in hand with 
important achievements in other social spheres. The liberation of 
women from an inferior status has been accomplished upon a 
remarkable scale. Care for the health, sanitation and safety of the 
workers in field .md factory does not, it is probable, surpass in 
quality what, at its best, has been done in the most advanced 
Western states; but what has been done not only compares favour¬ 
ably with that quality, but has, further, been done at a pace which 
would have been unthinkable in any capitalist society. There, it is 
probable, each stage of the development would have been fought 
as the Factory Acts were fought in Great Britain, as the abolition 
of child labour is still fought in the United States of America; and 
professors and other learned men would have exhausted their 
ingenuity to prove either that the achievement was undesirable in 
itself, or that, though desirable, the economic situation made it 
impracticable to embark upon so large an experiment. 

The planning ol production for community consumption has had 
further remarkable results. It has proceeded under special condi¬ 
tions both of advantage and of disadvar age. The expropriation of 
landlord and capitalist meant that the vested interests knov/n to 
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the capitalist world did not stand in the way of access to the forces 
of production; and this has meant a rate of exploitation with which 
nothing compares save the opening up of the American continent. 

hat expropriation, moreover, has made possible the ending of 
social dependence upon the profit-making motive as a stimulus to 
productive effort. 

The outcome of this freedom has been, unquestionably, of im¬ 
mense social advantage. It has meant that, in the planning of the 
productive effort, attention can be concentrated not upon effective 
demand but upon social need. With all the limitations of so immense 
an experiment, it is true to say that, as a consequence, in the econo¬ 
mic development of the Soviet Union first things have come first. 
Manufacture is not conditioned to that prospect of risk-taking which 
is able to attract the cupidity of the owner of private capital. Men 
arc not important merely in terms of the property they own. It is 
certainly not true to say that, in the famous socialist phrase, the 
power over men has been replaced by the administration over 
things. But it is true to say that, in the narrow economic sphere, 
there is a more genuine basis for economic freedom for the masses 
in the Soviet Union than they have elsewhere previously enjoyed. 

The reason for this is twofold. In part, it is due to the fact that 
the rate at which the country’s resources are being exploited has 
removed the haunting fear of unemployment from the lives of men 
and women; at a time when, in capitalist civilization, literally 
millions dreacl this omnipresent fear, not only is it absent from the 
Soviet Union, but there is no reason to suppose, on grounds of 
theory, that it need ever again become a factor of which account 
must be taken. The second reason, I suggest, why there is this wide¬ 
spread sense is the sense that millions, in every field and factory, 
help to make the conditions under which they live; in an important 
sense unknown in capitalist countries, there are the effective begin¬ 
nings of constitutional government in industry. The rules of an 
enterprise are not made at the discretion of an employer who owns 
it, and who can run it, subject only to the limits a trade union can 
impose, in his own way and for his own purposes. The rules are 
genuinely the outcome of a real discussion in which men and 
management participate. And the absence of the profit-making 
motive, in the ordinary acceptance of that term, has the undoubted 
elTect of making discussion far more a mutual search for a common 
satisfaction, the kind of compromise which gives men the sense of 
freedom because they find their own wills represented both in the 
solutions arrived at, and in the procedure by which they are reached 
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than is the case with industrial negotiations even in the advanced 
capitalist countries. The Soviet motive for arriving at an agreed 
solution of difference is far greater than it is, say, in differences in 
industry or agriculture in Great Britain or in the United States, 
in the relation between management and men in the coal-mining 
industry of the first, or among the workers in the Imperial Valley 
of California. 

The Soviet government mav make one further claim in this field. 
In the classic sense, the profit-making motive has gone; even though 
there are great disparities of wages, these are a return to function, 
and not to ownership. But it is legitimate to argue that the absence 
of the profit-making motive has been more than compensated for 
by those which have replaced it. In part, this is achieved by a 
wage-return strictly proportioned to function and output; in part, 
it is the outcome of a new and significant appreciation of the dignity 
of labour; in part, again, it is due to the fact that performance of 
distinction in agriculture and industry is an important highroad to 
political power. In a capitalist economy, wealth is so overwhelm¬ 
ingly the measure of power that those are small in number who 
can be attracted by opportunities of a different kind. In the Soviet 
Union, wealth has to compete, as a source of satisfaction and 
authority, with at least half a dozen other avenues to power to which 
at least equal attraction attaches; with the result that the effort 
necessary to the maintenance of the social purpose can be evoked 
without such a stratification of society as is inherent in every mature 
capitalist economy. 

Certain other advantages of the system must be emphasized. On 
any showing, there is nothing like that frustration of science which 
is characteristic of the capitalist economics in their phase of con¬ 
traction. The Soviet system, whatever its limitations, is able to 
plan for plenty and not for restriction; it does not have, at each 
stage of production, to think in terms of profit for individual owners 
who have an interest apart from, sometimes antagonistic to, that 
of the community as a whole. Even if we allow for the fact that 
new experience of its possibilities among the general public has 
given its prospects something of that status of awe which they 
possessed in the Europe of the seventeenth century, it is still, I 
think, true to say that the social function of science, its role as the 
indispensable servant of mankind, is more fully realized in the 
Soviet Union is, proportionately, given greater scope, than is, or 
even can be, the case in capitalist societies. For the worker does 
not feel that technological advance is a threat to his security, and 
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he lacks, accordingly, that hostility to new invention which is 
endemic in a capitalist society. Nor is there that interest in the 
suppression of scientific discovery which the entrepreneur who lives 
by profit is bound to feel. The evidence of encouragement to the 
scientist is widespread; and the career offered to him is on a scale, 
and of a signifit ance, that it would be difficult to rival in capitalist 
countries. 

To one other aspect of Soviet conditions it is worth while to 
refer. No one who has examined at first hand the Soviet adminis¬ 
tration of justice (the sphere of political offences apart) can doubt 
that in expcrimentalism, on the one hand, and in quality of humane 
approach, on the other, it is on a level superior to that of most 
other countries. If, as I believe, the administration of courts and 
prisons is a vital index to the quality of a civilization, this is of the 
first importance. 

What the Soviet Union has done is to relate crime, in all its 
phases, to the economic environment of which it is so largely the 
expression. That has enabled it to deal with the criminal less as the 
enemy of society than as its victim, to embark upon prison reforms 
of a magnitude which, in their social results, are far beyond any¬ 
thing in the older civilizations. A person convicted of one of the 
ordinary eiirninal offences in the Soviet Union has a larger chance 
of returning to noimal life normally than is the case anywhere else; 
and the historic demand for equality before the law is, political 
offences again apart, more substantially realized there than in any 
other country with which I am acquainted. Bench and bar alike 
have a far more at tive and sustained interest in the improvement 
of legal proccduie than anyone has displayed in Western Europe 
since Jeiemy Bentham. In this field, it is no exaggeration to say 
that the rest of the world must go to school to the Soviet Union. 


Ill 

On any showing, I think, these are immense achievements; and 
we gain nothing by denying them. Their proper appreciation is, 
indeed, imperative if we arc at once to see the Russian Revolution 
in its proper perspective and, not less important, to understand the 
r< asons for the deep hold it has won over the working-class in other 
t ountiies. An immense price, no doubt, has had to be paid for them; 
and 1 shall consider the nature and consequences of that price. 
But if this is to be set in its background, the fact of immense achieve- 



THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION 53 

mcnt must be recognized. Without it, it is, I think, pretty certain 
that the regime would not have been able to maintain itself in the 
face of its internal and external difficulties. 

For it is broadly true to say that the worst enors and crimes of 
the regime have not persuaded the masses to abandon two con¬ 
victions. They believe, first, .hat they live under a system the central 
principle of which is superior to that of older civilizations. They 
believe, second, that they arc entitled to optimism about its future. 
The importance of these convictions is obvious, not least because 
of their resemblance to the analogous mood in England and France 
after their revolutions. For they mean, I suggest, that whatever 
may be the habits or the fate of individual Soviet leaders, the long 
end of the Revolution has crystallized into a permanent part of the 
established expectations of the masses; and whoever may come to 
the leadership of the Soviet Union will have to take full account 
of those expectations. So the social and economic purposes of the 
Cromwellian Revolution survived the collapse, at the Restoration, 
of his political system. So, also, no French regime, after 1794, c °uld 
have hoped for permanence which did not in considerable degree 
satisfy the claims of the Jacobin tradition. 

To see the price that the Soviet Union has had to pay for its 
achievement, we must be clear about the conditions its makers 
confronted. They were dealing with a barely literate and semi- 
Westernized country, accustomed only to a half-Byzantine, half- 
Oriental despotism. The industrial middle class was a tiny fragment 
of the population; and the urban proletariat was only a small 
proportion of the vast peasant mass which was its overwhelming 
majority. Czarist Russia was only beginning its industrial revolution; 
and no small part of its knowledge of technology was dependent 
upon foreign direction and control. 

'Ihose who made the Revolution intended to apply Marxist prin¬ 
ciples. They assumed a necessary period, on the Marxist model, of 
iron dictatorship. But they believed that this was to be a workers’ 
dictatorship against the owning, especially the capitalist, class, and 
they were confident that the necessity of dictatorship would be 
transitional only; as social ownership became firmly established, 
a workers’ democracy would naturally emerge. Not less important 
is the fact of their profound conviction that revolutions on their 
own pattern were impending in the West. Their emergence would 
not only strengthen the foundations of the Soviet Union; the 
security they implied would ease, as no other factor would 
ease, the birth-pangs of the new order. They assumed a unified 
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psychology of the workers of the world which would issue in unified 
action. 

It is important to realize, also, in how considerable a degree the 
Bolshevik leaders were alien in their approach and habits from the 
socialist leaders of the West, how steeped, also, from the necessities 
of their position, in the conspirational tradition. Lenin and Trotsky 
were known to the executive committee of the Second International; 
but they were dim figures in its Congresses who never even remotely 
approac hcd the power to command a majority there. Many of the 
Bolshevik leaders, and notably Stalin, had no acquaintance at all 
with European socialism of the West, and no realization of what a 
movement built within a constitutional tradition might mean. Few 
of them had ever grasped the importance of political democracy 
simply because its impact, whether for theory or practice, had 
never impinged in any profound way upon the experience with 
which they were directly concerned. They saw it only from the 
outside, and, as very obviously with Lenin, they saw it most clearly 
in terms of the bitter disappointments Marx and Engels had suffered, 
as their expectations of imminent revolution had been constantly 
defeated. Not least, they were unaware, as Marx and Engels were 
unaware, of the vitality and importance of the habit of self-govern¬ 
ment. lhey tended throughout to see the socialist movement in 
Western Europe generally, and in England in particular, in terms 
of a Russian experience largely alien from it. 

That experience was fundamental to the Bolshevik technique. 
It led them to rely, not upon demo< ratio ways of party-organization, 
but upon the el fa tive control of their movement by a professional 
group of highly disciplined rcvolutionaiies whose lives were spent in 
conspiracy. They rarely operated in public; their lives were a long 
battle with the secret police. I hey combined an intense will to 
power with an intense suspicion of any outlook which deviated by 
a hair’s breadth from their own. 1 hey were accustomed to instant 
obedience; and they regarded intellecual error as a grave crime. 
No determination is more omnipresent in their writings than their 
understanding that they must not repeat the mistakes of the Paris 
Commune, the failure of which they attributed, above aU, to demo¬ 
cratic weakness, "lhey wcic the general staif of a revolutionary 
army; the business of the ranks they commanded was to obey. 

It must be said that, in the context of Tsarist Russia, they had 
profound justification for their views. They were dealing with a 
people unaccustomed to self-government. They were fighting men, 
as the history of the Civil Wars makes clear, who would have treated 
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them without mercy had they faltered for a moment. They were, 
I think, compelled either to abandon the idea of a socialist revolu¬ 
tion or to abandon dictatorship. Their central problem, in 1917, 
was less the seizure of power than its consolidation. For that, above 
all with Lenin, they trusted to a European Revolution which did 
not come. Its failure to anive had immense results It encouraged 
all the forces in Russia itself to which they weie opposed; and it 
therefore added immensely to the task of economic rebuilding. The 
failure of European Revolution to anise led to their breach with 
the sot ialist movement of the West. It encouraged their “splitting 
tactics”; since they could not iely on the socialist leaders, they 
would make a movement of their own. Their doctrine and strategy 
had proved itself by success; the leaders of Socialist democracy, by 
failing to adopt them, betrayed Marxism and thus became, in their 
view, the objective suppoitcrs of capitalism. 'I hey therefore created 
separate Communist parties everywhere, which fought against the 
historic Socialist parties, and even, as in prc-IIitlcrite Germany, 
assisted the enemies of socialism in the belief that they would be the 
residuary legatees of the latter. After the c reation of the Communist 
International, they imposed upon the parties they had created the 
same strict orthodoxy in doctrine and ligidity in behaviour which 
had characterized their own rise to power. Fearful of capitalist 
intervention in the Soviet Union, they made those parties a night¬ 
mare to capitalist states, especially in countries in which economic 
and psychologic.il conditions were favourable to their growth. It is 
probable enough that, in the first months of the Revolution, the 
Bolsheviks definitely looked forward to the introduction of political 
democracy. It seems pretty clear that, after the attempt on Lenin’s 
life in 1918, the transformation of Soviet dictatorship into democracy 
was never, save, perhaps for a brief moment in 1936, when the new 
constitution was promulgated, really seriously considered. The 
emphasis of Bolshevism was always on the sham character of Western 
democracy, never upon the merits that it possessed. 

Why is this? The answer, I think, is a complicated one. Partly, 
it was the result of the failure of socialist leaders in the West, and 
especially in Germany, to use their opportunities, as the Bolsheviks 
judged they could have been used, at the end of 1918. This per¬ 
suaded them of the need to isolate the Soviet Union from con¬ 
tamination by a world in which even avowed Marxists were cor¬ 
rupted. Partly, it was the outcome of their view of themselves as 
the vanguard of a history which it was their obligation to impose. 
Partly, once more, it was the prestige they gained among the more 
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advanced socialists which persuaded them that Lenin’s adaptations 
of Marxism w.ere the universal recipe of socialist success. And this 
view, naturaJly enough, became ever more profound as they watched 
the growth of Fascism in Europe, and the weakness of the demo¬ 
cracies before its growth. 

But the real reason lies, I think, in the internal history of the 
Soviet Union. Its isolation, in considerable part, imposed by the 
capitalist powers, meant that the Soviet government had to depend 
upon itself for economic development; and it had either to go on 
with the New Economic Policy of 1921, which meant, in all proba¬ 
bility, a return to capitalism on a large scale, or to abandon that 
policy and set about the wholesale industrialization of Russia upon 
a modern basis. But, if it was to follow the second course, logic 
demanded, in a vast country mostly peopled by illiterate peasants, 
the imposition of a discipline upon the* population which only a 
dictatorship could achieve. That dictatorship was the more inevit¬ 
able since the price of industrialization if it was to be achieved 
without dependence upon foreign capital, was the grim restriction 
of consumption-goods, and the collectivization of agriculture since, 
without this last, the restriction of consumption goods could not 
have been maintained. A large Kulak class would, in the course 
of a decade, have been fatal to the policy of industrialization since 
it would not have accepted the limitations this imposed. And these 
necessities were sharpened at every point by the need to develop 
defence-forces upon a scale which gave assurance against the possi¬ 
bility of foreign attack. This need, in its turn, increased both the 
tempo and the scale of industrialization. It required that limitation 
upon the power to produce consumers’ goods which has been 
one of the first things to impress any foreign visitor to the Soviet 
Union. 

It has been an effort, in short, to compress into less than a genera¬ 
tion a period of development which, even in the United States, has 
taken a century and a half, and been assisted there by the wholesale 
investment of foreign capital. It has been an effort made with a 
population in large degree untrained for the purpose undertaken, 
a population, it is highly probable, which would not, among the 
peasantry at least, have accepted the implications of immense present 
sacrifice for assumed future gain, had these been presented to them 
for free choice. I do not think that any government but a dictator¬ 
ship would have dared to make the attempt, and then only a dic¬ 
tatorship actuated by an intense religious faith in the absolute 
rightness of its convictions. Anyone who remembers how heavy was 
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the price paid by Western Europe for the necessary discipline 
required by the Industrial Revolution, and has read the passionate 
literature of protest that change evoked, can begin to imagine 
something of the scale of the experiment the Soviet leaders have 
attempted. Granted the initial decision to attempt it, 1 do not think 
it could have been carried out by democratic means. For any 
government which submitted itself to popular re-election upon the 
basis of the sacrifices exacted by the Bolsheviks, would, it is difficult 
not to believe, have been overwhelmingly swept from power. 

Granted, therefore, the aim set, internal grounds alone required 
a dictatorship; and there were external reasons also which I shall 
discuss later. The dictatorship was, again of necessity, that of the 
Communist Party; for, granted the aim set, only those who accepted 
it could, in the conditions, have been allowed to share in the exer¬ 
cise of supreme power. 1 his it is which explains why the soviets, in 
the early years of the system a quasi-independent source of authority, 
have, as time has passed, become no more than an organ of regis¬ 
tration for the will of the Communist Party. For had they been 
permitted a genuine independence, the fundamental aim would, at 
the best, have been jeopardized; and, at the worst, there might 
have been an antithesis between Soviet purpose and Communist 
purpose which w^ould have drifted, especially in a crisis like that of 
the liquidation of the Kulaks, into civil war. 

The dictatorship of the proletariat, in fact, became necessarily 
the dictatorship of the Communist Party; for every serious purpose, 
the party has been identical with the apparatus of the state. But the 
dictatorship of the party has not meant the dictatorship of its rank 
and file. As in all political organizations, the official apparatus of 
the party would have carried immense weight. But in the Com¬ 
munist Party of the Soviet Union it has been an oligarchy super¬ 
imposed in ever more intense measure upon a party-democracy. 
For disputes between its members and those who disagreed with 
its views have taken the place of the ordinary party struggles in a 
parliamentary democracy. And, still more important, the struggle 
between factions in the Communist Party over some principle or 
detail of economic policy had the vital consequence that those who 
won were, for all effective purposes, the state. 

Differences in view, therefore, were, inevitably, a struggle for the 
possession of the state. Defeat meant, often enough, as in Stalin’s 
struggle with Trotsky or in that between him and Bukharin, a 
conflict for the right to use the state-power for a fundamentally 
different emphasis. The defeated faction was inevitably expelled 
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because, in threatening the unity of the party, it threatened also, 
by the facts of the case, the unity of the state; and no state, by the 
inherent logic of its nature, will permit any threat to its unity. A 
leader v\ho was beaten, therefore, had either to disappear from the 
political scene, or to fight against the party which had a monopoly 
of power. What, in fact, was a breach of discipline in a democracy 
became an act of treason in the Soviet Union. The ends which 
turned upon victory or defeat in the internal struggles of the party 
were too vital to permit it to be otherwise. 

This is, I suggest, the root of the explanation of those purges and 
executions in the Soviet Union whith have so bewildered its friends 
in the democratic countries. 1 he defeated faction must cither sub¬ 
mit or conspire; the system leaves them no middle path. And 
because, even after submission, they are always a threat, whether 
open or secret, to the victors’ hold on power, the temptation of the 
victors to deprive them of the opportunity to be influential is enor¬ 
mous. No monoparty dictatorship can afTord democratic habits even 
within itself, for the critiis of its majority have then too open an 
avenue to power. 1 he majority will, accordingly, use every instru¬ 
ment at its disposal to intensify its hold on power. It monopolizes 
the instruments of propaganda. The plebiscite—historic ally the 
characteristic weapon of dictators—is invoked at intervals to offer 
confirmation of its popularity. Because it is driven to suppress those 
who differ from it, it is bound to extend the use of the secret police; 
and, as is always the case with such a body, they will not seldom 
foment or invent what they are unable to discover. Those in power 
must sec to it that their rivals are hated or despised. Because so 
much is at stake, they must either hold no elections at all or win all 
elections. Picstigc usually demands the latter. They must, therefore, 
sec to it that all candidates chosen are persons of whom they can 
approve; and this means organizing the party membership from 
persons who will support them. They must prevent all discussion 
which they do not believe they can afford. In the long run, the 
logical outcome of this development is the domination of the state 
by a small circle who have the power and the skill to manipulate 
and control the apparatus of the party. So long as they control its 
membership, and the armed forces of the state are on their side, 
only wholesale and organized disaffection among the masses can 
deprive them of their power. And, granted the gigantic influence 
of propaganda, especially in a population which has only recently 
attained literacy, granted, also, that the main function of the secret 
police is to prevent organized disaffection, to break the hold on 
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power of a determined minority is only possible in the most extreme 
circumstances such as defeat in war. 

To this internal result must be added the vital influence of the 
foreign situation. Ever since its victory in 1917, the Bolshevik Party 
has been convinced that foreign capitalists were determined upon 
* the destruction of the Revolutionary experiment. Intervention and 
the civil wars gave them substantial ground for their view; and at 
constant intervals since they have had reason to believe that it 
w'ould be verified. But this has also meant a suspicion of foreigners 
in the Soviet Union, markedly illustrated by the difficulties its 
government has presented both to the visitor and the would-be 
emigrant, even if the latter was seeking merely to attend a cientific 
congress abroad. The first fear of any criticism evoked by its policy 
has always been lest it be linked to, or the precursor of, foreign 
intervention. Nothing is more feared in the Soviet Union; and that 
fear has been used by the dominant faction of the Bolsheviks for 
two ends. In the first place, it has been used to evoke a narrow and 
intense patriotism among the masses, the sense that they have in the 
Revolution a possession of which all foreign powers arc profoundly 
jealous, which, therefore, they must defend at all costs. Arising out 
of that patriotism, in the second place, there has been the deliberate 
use of this fear as a weapon with which to attack the critic; every¬ 
one who docs not follow the party line is presumed to have contacts 
with, even, like Trotsky, to be the actual agents of, a foreign enemy. 

Since such contacts are, by their very nature, akin to treason, 
the internecine conflicts of the party have been even more intense, 
especially since 1936, than those of the French Revolution. For an 
opposition that sought to organize itself seriously was, quite literally, 
gambling for its head. Not only was this the case. The members of 
the opposition were often the heroes of the Revolution whom the 
populace, as with Trotsky, had been taught to venerate. Until the 
moment of their fall, they had immense prestige. Any government, 
therefore, which accused them of treachery, could not afford, for 
fear of popular clamour, not to secure a conviction. The result was 
not only the need for espionage on a vast scale, so that the very 
thoughts of men were under surveillance. It was also the growth of 
the secret police into something like a state within a state. In pro¬ 
tecting the party line, as this was defined by the dominant faction, 
from attack, it was preventing the government of the state from 
being overthrown. It became, therefore, a pivotal instrument in the 
hands of that dominant faction for maintaining its power. No doubt 
there was always sufficient reality in foreign hostility to the Soviet 
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Union to make it an essential instrument. But what increased its 
authority to literally stupendous proportions was the fact that it 
was the instrument of one section of a single party which identified 
itself with the state and permitted no rival party even to criticize 
its identification. 

From this angle, I suggest, three things emerge which do much 
to explain the internal, and even external, habits of the Soviet 
Union. The decision to industrialize at so swift a tempo meant 
immense sacrifices from the people; it meant, also, the collectivi¬ 
zation of the peasants by compulsion; and it meant that no normal 
methods of opposition could be allowed since these would delay, 
and, therefore, jeopardize, the process of industrialization. When 
to these are added the fear of foreign invasion, the necessity, there¬ 
fore, for gigantic armaments to repel its possible onset, the ever 
more rapid tempo of industrialization which armaments required, 
it is, I think, clear that no procedures capable of frustrating the 
decision which Stalin took when he secured agreement to the 
experiment of socialism in a single country were possible. To that 
experiment he was bound to adapt every item of policy. No foreign 
connections could be permitted unless they strengthened it. No 
domestic criticism < ould be allowed unless it enhanced the prospect 
of success. Any other connections, and any other criticism, were 
bound, a prion, to seem counter-revolutionary in essence; for, given 
rein, they were certain to impede the fulfilment of the central idea 
upon which the whole structure depended. More, there was always 
the risk, most notable in the historic conflict between Stalin and 
'Trotsky, that, if criticism made headway, it might result in driving 
the dominant faction from power. 

Upon this hypothesis, we can understand the swift turns and 
changes in Soviet policy. The government is separated from the 
party and from the masses simply because it has taken an initial 
decision which has prevented it from risking free discussion with 
either. It has been driven, therefore, to rely more and more upon 
holding the army, and using the secret police, as its essential instru¬ 
ments, though its ability to make concessions now to one, and now 
to another section of the population has been important; for it 
thereby safeguarded itself against a combination of the discontented 
which might ha\e wrecked it. The party, as a whole, which was a 
real democracy in Lenin’s day, is now little more than an organ of 
formal registration for the will of its inner bureaucracy. Nothing 
exists like the vivid debate which resulted in Brest-Litovsk, or the 
adoption of the New r Economic Policy; a situation in which the 
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victor and vanquished share a sufficient volume of common opinion 
to continue co-operation. Their struggle is for the exclusive manipu¬ 
lation of the state-power. And this struggle has had to be dramatized 
upon a plane where the sacrifices it exacted were intelligible to a 
vast population which was beginning for the first time both to enjoy 
literacy, and to interest itself in the process of politics. 

It is, I think, the effort to explain these issues to the masses which 
explains the passionate intensity of Soviet politics. Everything has 
to be over-simplified and over-dramatized. Eveiy leader must be 
either a hero or a scoundrel. And since industrialization is the 
essence of politics, every economic issue is always a political question. 
An inefficient manager jeopardizes the plan; is his inefficiency 
technical or political; is it incapacity or sabotage? A collection of 
sulky peasants may infect a whole neighbourhood. Is their sulkiness 
intense enough to be regarded as counter-revolutionary? A soldier’s 
staff view of armament problems may raise questions of industrial 
machines which go to the heart of foreign policy; and his view may 
anticipate a turn of direction for which the inner controllers are 
not prepared. Confronted by problems of this kind, Stalin and his 
colleagues have been compelled not merely to make every issue a 
political issue; they have been compelled, further, to make every 
critic an enemy. The great trials and purges have been, from this 
angle, so many victories offered to a people whose training in 
politics is still on a primitive level, but who can understand and 
appreciate “victories” against the “enemy” because the enemy is 
counter-revolution, which it associates with the old and evil regime 
from which it was freed in 1917. 

Such a technique, it must be added, has demanded its victims 
wholesale; the army and the ranks of management have above all 
suffered from them. And since a strong army and an efficient 
management are inherently urgent for the success of the system, 
every purge has necessarily meant something like an economic 
upheaval, and has interfered, thereby, with the smooth working of 
the plan. In all this, the encouragement to orthodoxy of outlook is 
obviously immense; doubt of the government’s policy may so easily 
become “counter-revolution.” Doubt, moreover, must continuously 
be made more difficult. Hence there emerge the extravagant 
emphasis upon the government’s infallibility, the eulogies of Stalin 
in terms more fitted to a god than to a man. The emphasis and the 
eulogies particularly when, as with Radek, one has shared in making 
them, render a return to a critical temper ever more difficult, since 
the critic then runs the risk of having his original agreement charged 
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to his account as deliberate deception. They add what is nothing 
so much as the atmos^ here of religious emotion to the relation of 
the masses to their rulers. The deeper that emotion, the more secure 
is the rulers’ hold upon the allegiance of their subjects; the more 
difficult, accordingly, it becomes to ask for an objective analysis of 
their claims. 

Nor is this view weakened, I suggest, by the fact that there is an 
immense volume of “self-criticism” in the Soviet Union, even, on a 
vast scale, confessions both of omission and commission from the 
humblest worker to the central figures in the great treason trials. 
At the base, that self-criticism is invaluable to the regime. It serves 
to inform its rulers of defects in minor aspects of the administration 
which do not jeopardize their hold upon the government and may 
well, as they are rectified, strengthen it; while, at the apex, by the 
admission of conspiracy, they convey the conviction of the wide¬ 
spread dangers the regime confronts, the skill and pertinacity of its 
enemies, the need for instant and continuous alertness on the part 
of its friends. The whole process reveals the fact, and strengthens 
the belief, that, lurking in the most innocent-seeming doubts, there 
may be concealed profound counterrevolutionary sentiments, and 
that there must be unceasing vigilance against their growth. These 
sentiments may appear in an exhibition of Ukrainian paintings 
which do not paint the peasants and their houses in an atmosphere 
of appropriate joy. “This entire collection,” wrote Pravda, “cannot 
be regarded as other than an insolent attack of Ukrainian bourgeois 
nationalists.” So, also, in 1936, the music of the eminent composer 
Shostakovich was denounced for a “left stress on ugliness.” Mr. 
and Mrs. Webb have shown how fantastic can be the range of this 
“disease of orthodoxy.” 

This atmosphere, of course, squares ill with the large promises of 
democracy authorized by the Soviet Constitution of 1936. One of 
the sources which explains its character was the emphasis of Soviet 
foreign policy at the time of its promulgation. The history of Soviet 
policy is clearly divisible into four periods, each marked by a dual 
aim. From 1917 to the end of Lenin’s leadership, one of its aims was 
to provoke world-revolution. From 1924 to 1934, its main purpose 
was to prevent a combination of the capitalist powers against it; 
for this reason its weight was thrown on the side of the weaker 
European states like Germany. After 1934, and until the Russo- 
German Pact of 1939, its object was the cultivation of the demo¬ 
cracies in the effort to find security against the menace of Nazi and, 
possibly, Japanese aggression. From the conclusion of the Russo- 
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German pact, the foreign policy of the Soviet Union has been 
mainly an effort to utilize the war for the protection of its strategic 
interests, if necessary, as in Poland and Finland, by force of arms. 

In each of these periods, this is to say, the Soviet Union, like any 
great state concerned for its integrity and interests, has largely 
played power-politics. But, in each of these periods, there has been, 
though with diminishing tempo, a secondary motive which derives 
from the original inspiiation ol the Revolution, and of which the 
Communist International has been the essential instrument. The 
Russian Revolution was a socialist revolution, conceived in the 
belief that it would be followed rapidly by revolutions elsewhere. 
Their onset was postponed, it was believed, by the treachery of 
social democratic leaders, and the Communist International was 
founded to assist their coming in foreign countries. By founding and 
assisting Communist parties there, the Communist International 
was to be the general staff of the world-revolution. It was to weaken 
the enemies of the working class cveiywherc; it was to promote that 
mass-will to revolution which Lenin considered the social democratic 
leadeis had betrayed. 

But by about 1924 it was clear that the impulse to world-revolution 
was, at least for the time, exhausted, "I he Communist International 
quickly settled down into the position, increasingly emphasized, of 
a secondary department of the Soviet Foreign Office. It had its 
importance, partly because it served to announce the continued 
faith of the Soviet leaders in world-revolution, and partly because, 
through its agency, they were able to exercise an influence, some¬ 
times even a considerable influence, upon the working class in 
foreign countries. And it was particularly important to them, as the 
war of 1939 has revealed, because it has enabled them to control 
the national communist parties in the interests of Soviet foreign 
policy. It is this control alone which can explain the remarkable 
changes in the personnel of those parties, most notably in Germany; 
and this only can be offered as a serious explanation of Communist 
policy in France and Britain, after September 3. 1939, and Com¬ 
munist policy in Germany. "There, as elsewhere, the nature of Soviet 
evolution, after Stalin’s assumption of full leadership, necessitated 
men who would follow without undue hesitation the line of policy 
he laid down. 

The period which makes this clear is that from 1934 to 1939. In 
that period, the main need of the Soviet Union was protection from 
the contingent threat of Hitler. It was that need which led it to 
join the League of Nations which, until then, it had denounced as 
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a union of bandit states. It was that need, further, which led it 10 
assume the direction of the anti-Fascist forces of the world, and to 
protest against any attempt to appease them; for it saw, rightly 
enough, that an agreement between Hitler and the West would be 
followed by a Nazi attack on the Soviet Union. It was as the leader 
of the anti-Fascist forces that it assisted, if with a certain economy, 
the Republican government in Spain. It was the need for protection 
from Fascism, also, which led the Communist International not 
only to impose the “Popular Front” policy upon Communist parties 
everywhere, and to attack the historic tendency of socialists to a 
pacifist outlook; everyone remembers how urgently the Soviet Am¬ 
bassador in London “lobbied” the British Labour Party to vote for 
a programme of increased armaments after 1936. 

The purpose of this policy was to unite all progressive opinion 
against any increase in Fascist power which threatened the security 
of the Soviet Union. There is no reason to doubt the sincerity of 
this turn in outlook. '1 he main interest of the Soviet Union was 
peace; and, could it be secured, a strong and united League, 
prepared to meet aggression, seemed to offer the best prospect of 
peace. But certainly Great Britain and, for the main part of this 
period, France preferred, if possible, the appeasement of Hitler to 
the prospect ol challenging him, especially since that prospect 
might well imply social revolution in at least Central and South- 
Eastern Europe. It was not until after March 1939, when it became 
clear that they could not appease Hitler save by accepting his 
domination, that Britain and France became anxious for an alliance 
with the Soviet Union; and, even as late as that summer, it is 
probable that had Hitler been willing to direct bis ambitions to a 
conquest of Soviet teiritory, they would have offered no objection. 
But, so soon as Britain and France sought seriously for this alliance, 
it bei ante less desirable to Stalin and his colleagues. For, first, the 
Fianco-Biitish guarantee to Poland was, in effect, the ceitainty that, 
it war c ame, its major impact would be on the West; it was, there¬ 
fore, an indirect guarantee of Soviet frontiers. And, second, it gave 
Stalin the superb bargaining counter with Hitler that he could free 
the latter from the danger of a war on two fronts, on the model of 
1 9 1 4 J h c elraily learned early that he would be paid highly for that 
freedom. He had no sense of obligation to the principle of collective 
security; he was as much entitled to use it as a convenience as 
were Mr. Chamberlain and M. Daladier. He was convinced, on 
good evidence, that neither bore him goodwill; had he doubted it 
the contemptuous character of the Anglo-Soviet negotiations in the 
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summer of 1939 would have convinced him of it. The conclusion 
of a pact with Hitler, moreover, offered him two great advantages, 
absent if he made an alliance with Britain and France. It allowed 
him—a vital Soviet need— to contract, at least for a time, out of a 
major war, with all that this meant for the orderly evolution of his 
'domestic policy; and it enabled him to exact a price, which neither 
the French nor the British were in a position to pay, for his neutrality. 

He therefore made his terms with Hitlei. The latter embarked 
upon a policy of which war was the certain outcome; and in both 
Poland and the Baltic countries, and, later, in South-Eastern 
Europe, Stalin got, or took, his price. How far his attitude was due 
to his inner conviction that Britain and France contemplated a 
super-Munich at the expense of the Soviet Union, it is difficult to 
say; the secrecy of his operations, which were, for example, quite 
certainly unknown to the Soviet Ambassador in London until their 
results were published, makes any estimate of his inner views pure 
guess-work. The volte face is illuminating for its impact upon the 
national communist parties, and reveals the degree to which, as I 
have said, the Communist International had become a mere depart¬ 
ment of the Soviet Foreign Office. For those parties had become so 
accustomed, in the previous five years, to recognize, rightly indeed, 
in Hitler the chief enemy of the working-class, that their leaders, 
while explaining their hostility to bourgeois governments in Great 
Britain and France, pledged their support with enthusiasm to the 
defeat of Hitler. 

But Stalin did not want a major war. No one could say where 
and how it would develop; no one could estimate the strains it 
might impose upon the Soviet Union. Its preservation from danger 
was, naturally enough, his main preoccupation. Within a month, 
therefore, of September 1939, all the national communist parties 
completely changed their outlook. The war became an “imperialist” 
war; it made no difference to the workers whether Hitler or his 
opponents were successful. The only interest of the workers was in 
peace. Even the attack on Finland, so precisely comparable in 
character to Hitler’s aggressions, was defended by Communists with 
passion. It was essential to the safety of the Soviet Union; it was, 
therefore, obviously justified. 

Objectively, this is to say, Stalin transformed the national Com¬ 
munist parties into the defenders of Hitler for no other reason than 
his own need for peace, on the one hand, and his own requirements 
in strategic defence on the other. He had made them announce 
that one standard of international behaviour applied to the Soviet 
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Union, and another to all other powers. From parties fiercely 
demanding that Fascist aggression be resisted at all costs, they 
became, in answer to his need, parties insisting that Fascist aggression 
be appeased at any price. There is really no rational way of explain¬ 
ing this remarkable somersault except by its relation to the needs 
of the Soviet Union. They accepted as a religious principle the 
doctrine that whatever the Soviet Union did served the needs of 
socialism. They were thus able to believe that a peace between the 
main enemy of Bolshevism and the Soviet Union, even when made 
at the risk of a world war, and the subjection of Western Europe to 
Hitler was, in some mysterious fashion, in the interest of the workers 
of the world. 

I shall discuss later in this book the astonishing implications of 
this view. Here, it is only necessary to say that this use of the Com¬ 
munist International to serve the interests of the Soviet Union, 
without regard to further consequences, followed logically from the 
decision to build socialism there without regard to the economic 
development of other countries. For if the Soviet Union were to 
become involved in a major war, the strain on its economy would 
certainly be serious, and, possibly, disastrous. It is not only that all 
the emphasis of its industrial production would have to be re¬ 
orientated, with all the repercussions this would have upon its 
agriculture as the ability to supply the peasants with consumers’ 
goods diminished in the strain of war; it is also that defeat would 
work ruin to the present holders of power. Stalin, therefore, had to 
effect his own Munich in 1939, even though he could exact a price 
for it. For lie could not take cither the economic or the psychological 
risks involved in the retention of leadership in the world-struggle 
with Fascism. 


IV 

It is in these terms, I think, that the meaning of the Russian 
Revolution can best be approached. On any showing, it represents 
important gains; but it is useless to deny that it represents immense 
gains at an immense price. It is, of course, obvious that the Bolshevik 
seizure of power could not have been followed by any rapid achieve¬ 
ment of democratic forms of government; both the aims of the 
Bolsheviks and the nature of their inheritance made this impossible. 
To have admitted the classic freedom of opposition to elements 
which were prepared to wage civil war upon those aims, to have 
given them freedom of speech and association, would have presented 
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the Revolution to its enemies; the history of the Weimar regime is 
sufficient proof of that. Dictatorship was a necessary consequence 
of the conditions the Bolsheviks confronted. Without it, quite 
certainly, there would have been a return to capitalism. 

The real problem, I suggest, is of a different kind. I cannot share 
the view of those who think that, as soon as the Bolsheviks had 
restored law and order, n was their business to establish the classic 
procedures of democracy; that is, I think, to make these procedures 
absolutes, instead of relating their possibility to special historical 
circumstances. And the special character of the Russian circum¬ 
stances is surely beyond dispute. An economically backward country, 
in which the urban proletariat was a fragment only of the popula¬ 
tion; an immense and mainly illiterate peasantry, profoundly 
individualist in outlook; a congeries of half-savage peoples, massively 
superstitious, and with no training in political procedures; a nation, 
in any case, with no experience at all of the democratic process, 
and ringed round with enemies which had already sought the 
overthrow of its government; the notion that such a people should 
have been left free to determine its ways of life in the sense that so 
highly developed a political people as the British or the French 
could have done, that notion, I think, makes nonsense of the mean¬ 
ing of historic tradition and experience. A people, as every profound 
revolution has gone to show, must grow into the use of political 
freedom. It cannot plunge into its full employment directly after 
long immersion, amid manifold disasters, in a semi-barbaric and 
wholly reactionary despotism. 

But that is not to say that the continuous deepening of democratic 
experience was not essential; Lenin, it may be suggested, saw that 
when he emphasized, time and again, the importance of giving an 
ever-widening circle the exercise of actual responsibility. Two things 
handicapped the evolution away from dictatorship. The first was 
the isolation of the Soviet Union—for which the capitalist powers 
have a heavy responsibility- and the second was the development, 
which had begun in Lenin’s last years, and grew rapidly after his 
death, of the dictatorship of the Bolshevik party into the dictatorship 
of its bureaucratic apparatus. After 1924, and particularly after 
1927, Stalin and his associates, but, above all, Stalin, acquired a 
vested interest in power which they were not prepared to surrender. 
To that vested interest there have been sacrificed both democracy 
in the party, and the greater democracy beyond to which it would 
gradually have led. To it, also, have been sacrificed much in Ger¬ 
many, in China, and in Spain, that would have made for that very 
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world-revolution upon which the rapid success of the Russian 
Revolution depended. 

One has only to compare the atmosphere of the Communist 
Party under Lenin with the atmosphere under Stalin’s leadership to 
see that this is the case. Lenin did not easily brook opposition; but 
there was vital discussion of his views in his lifetime, and his critics 
within the party were neither exiled nor executed for opposition to 
him. But, after Stalin wrested the leadership from his rivals, the 
whole temper of the party changed. Dissent from Stalin’s views 
became of itself the expression of counter-revolutionary opinion. 
ITiere were mass-purges, mass-exiles, and mass-executions. Despite 
the pledges of the Constitution of 1936, there is no freedom of 
speech, except for Stalin’s adherents, no freedom of the press or 
assembly. Everyone knows that the elections are a farce; no candi¬ 
datures arc possible which reject the party line, and even the ballot- 
papers for them read like a hymn to Stalin. Freedom of movement 
is gravely restricted. Contact with foreigners is looked upon with 
suspicion. There is arbitrary arrest; there is long imprisonment, 
and even execution, without trial. It is difficult to obtain foreign 
literature, especially newspapers, except under official sanction. 
There is rigorous censorship of foreign journalists in the Soviet 
Union, and though this was abolished for some months in 1939, it 
was on the understanding that despatches hostile to the reputation 
of the Soviet Union might result in expulsion. Citizens cannot travel 
abroad without the permission of the government; and anyone who 
has seen a Soviet delegation at a scientific congress must have had 
the impression that he was watching a regimental detail assisting 
at the obsequies of “bourgeois” science. Though the right of asylum 
is granted by the Constitution to foreigners persecuted for service 
to the working-class, few Communists fleeing from Fascist terror 
abroad have been permitted to take advantage of it; and many of 
those who have done so have had bitter cause to regret it. Most 
political offences, and their possible ambit is wide, are tried in 
secret; there is no writ of habeas corpus, no right to subpoena witnesses, 
no right to a professional defence, with ample time to rebut the 
charges, in the case of alleged political crime. The death-penalty 
may be imposed for injury to, or theft of, collective property; and 
even “teasing, mocking, or persecuting” a shock-worker may, under 
Article 58 of the Criminal Code, become “wrecking,” and so 
punishable with death. How vast and how terrible are the powers 
of the secret police emerged in 1938 at the trial of Yagoda who had 
been its head until his arrest. The system of hostages has been 
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used; and relatively young children have been encouraged and 
eulogized for the denunciation of their parents. 

I know no justification of these things which ccms to me rationally 
based. It can only be justified for those in whose eyes the rule s of 
the Soviet Union can do no wrong. And they can take that v cw 
only by applying to the Soviet Union criteria of judgment which 
they would refuse to apply to other countries, to the Germany of 
Hitler, for instance, or to the Italy of Mussolini, where similar 
repressions exist. A socialist need not hesitate to admit that there 
are periods in which the suspension of the rule of law is inevitable; 
he cannot honourably defend the range and intensity of the bureau- 
ciatic dictatorship Stalin has established except by the argument 
that the means, however terrible, justify the end. But if he does so 
argue, he is confronted by the problem of whether the use of such 
means does not drive those who employ them to lose sight of the 
end. Certainly it is difficult not to feel that the range and intensity 
of the Soviet dictatorship has for its objective less the achievement 
of its socialist end than the maintenance of Stalin and his chosen 
associates in power at all costs. It is difficult, otherwise, to explain 
the price that has been imposed for dissent from his views; it is 
difficult otherwise to explain the Oriental eulogies that arc so 
exhaustively lavished upon him. The cult of Stalin, indeed, has 
become a veritable religion, with the Politburcau as a college of 
Cardinals, and the secret police acting as inquisitors for a Bolshevik 
Pope. Deviation from orthodoxy is, as in a militant religion, 
punished by imprisonment or death. 

The main emphasis of this temper had originated during the 
defeat of Trotsky between 1924 and 1927; and it is customary to 
refer to that defeat as the Thcrmidor of the Russian Revolution. 
The truth is that all such analogies are out of place. The dictatorship 
is the maintenance of personal power by a small group ol men. 
But I think there is no real evidence to show, despite many and 
grave errors, that they maintain personal power for its own sake 
merely. The great end of the Revolution remains in being; the 
ugly twist its control has taken is due to reasons which need separate 
exploration. And it is proper to note that the habits of the dictator¬ 
ship appear to seem far less evil to millions of Soviet citizens than 
they do to the outside observer. Partly, that is the outcome of the 
fact that the Russian people has never known the psychological 
implications of constitutional and democratic government; partly, 
too, it is the outcome of the fact that, as I have noted, there are 
important realms in which the achievement of the dictatorship is 
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very great and, rightly, recognized as such by the masses; partly, 
in the third place, the alternative to it might so easily be the 
restoration of a regime the evil habits of which have been driven 
into the bones of the present Soviet generation by almost twenty-five 
years of unceasing propaganda. There is a national pride in what 
the Soviet government has done which only profound disaster, 
perhaps only disaster from without, could destroy, at least until It 
is commonly accepted by the average citizen that the regime is 
secure from attack. And I do not think he yet believes in its security. 

For he has been educated, both by experience and propaganda, 
to think of the Soviet Union as the land of the socialist revolution, 
beset by enemies, internal and external, on all sides. He believes in 
its achievement and its prospects as firmly as the early Christians 
believed in the certainty of the Second Coming. Support of the 
regime is, for the masses, a sacred trust; to betray it is as difficult 
as for an early Christian to put his pinch of incense upon the altar 
of the pagan gods. Faith in the regime is not only the assurance of 
salvation for himself; it is holding high its standard on behalf of 
the unemancipated masses elsewhere. For him, most of the criticism 
of the regime comes from those whose ill-will to it can be shown; 
and when the rest comes from those whose treachery will be proved 
by such organized drama as the mass-trials, it is likely to be equally 
discounted. And when the ordinary citizen finds that he can himself 
criticize with a good deal of freedom the matters which concern his 
daily life, the conditions, for instance, of his job; when he sees 
about him, too, the endless possibilities of improving his position; 
he is tempted to believe that there is enough substance in the 
Revolution to justify his faith in its ultimate fulfilment. The times 
are hard; but when have they not been hard? The dictatorship is 
stern and unbending; but if it were relaxed, might not the capitalist 
and the landlord come back? Tolerance, constitutionalism, free 
discussion, these are memories that perish easily in a passionate 
time; and they are less likely to be born easily in a society that has 
never known them. We have to remember that it took one hundred 
and fifty years to acclimatize in England the idea of religious 
toleration; and its achievement was only the outcome of a long 
and difficult struggle. We must not judge the history of the Soviet 
Union by standards derived from our political maturity only. 

I do not seek to defend either the range or the intensity of the 
Soviet dictatorship, for I believe that both of them are utterly 
disproportionate to the problems out of which they have arisen. I 
believe it to be not less true of Stalin and his associates than of any 
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other dictators that they are profoundly corrupted by the exercise 
of absolute power. But I think we have got to explain that range 
and that intensity, and I think the explanation is more complicated 
than is usually supposed. Partly, as I have sought to show, it is the 
outcome of the decision to establish socialism in the Soviet Union 
only, without regard to economic evolution elsewhere. That decision 
meant that every difference in the party was, in the nature of 
things, a struggle for the state; it was bound, therefore, to sharpen 
the dictatorship. Partly, it was the outcome of the international 
insecurity of the Soviet Union; that meant a great increase in the 
necessary pace of Soviet industrialization which, in its turn, 
sharpened the significance of party-difference, and, therefore, the 
struggle for power. Partly, again, it was the outcome of an indus¬ 
trialization imposed rapidly upon a people unaccustomed to the 
discipline of the machine. Unless the response to machine-technology 
could have been imposed ruthlessly, the organization of its benefits 
could not be looked for in the time that Stalin and his associates 
conceived themselves to possess. We who can read of the iron age 
of our own industrial revolution must be careful here in our judg¬ 
ments; and an American commentator who remembers Heeren 
and Gastonia, the grim revelations of the La Follette Committee 
on civil liberties, the unforgettable picture Mr. Steinbeck has drawn 
of the Joad family will at least hesitate in the case of his con¬ 
demnation. 

No doubt all of this must be read in the context of the personal 
psychology of Stalin and his associates, and this, in its turn, in the 
context of Bolshevist philosophy. We are dealing with men who 
have, rightly or wrongly, a conviction that is religious in its pro¬ 
fundity that they are bringing the inevitable future to the birth. 
They have a vision of its character. They are convinced that it is 
infinitely precious. They believe that no sacrifices are too great for 
its attainment. Intelligibly enough, they set the price they must im¬ 
pose upon this generation against the final liberation of its successors 
they believe themselves to be organizing. They believe that the 
only sin is weakness, that error is as profound a threat to victory 
as was heresy to the Christian of an earlier age. Their effort has 
for them all the elements of a crusade. To grasp their temper we 
must try to realize the inner compulsions which, given the postulates 
of action, drives relentlessly forward all the great revolutionaries of 
history, Mahomet, Luther, Calvin, Cromwell. For them, whatever 
jeopardizes their concept of the Revolution is as hateful and as 
morally wrong as was Rome to the Puritan of England and Scot- 
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land, and of the American emigration. To suggest toleration to 
them is like suggesting to a Puritan accommodation with Rome. 
They have the truth, and they will die rather than fail to impose it. 

I do not think anyone in England or America can fully under¬ 
stand the spirit of Bolshevism who has not studied with some 
particularity the literature of seventeenth-century Puritanism on its 
more militant side. There is the same consciousness of election, the 
same realization of the infinite worth of grace, the same contempt 
lor the normal habits of human nature, a good deal, too, of the 
Puritan’s conviction that whatever denies his central truth is error 
from the devil the infection from which cannot be destroyed too 
early. I he Bolshevik, not less than the Puritan, is guided by his 
inner light, and that drives him inescapably to his goal even if, on 
his pilgrimage, he is seen to break the heart of half the world in 
his own radiant confidence, in his zeal for personal confession out 
of an intimate experience which has freed him from the weight of 
traditional error, in his glad knowledge that the ultimate victory is 
(ertain, in his power to suffer all earthly torment on behalf of the 
vision, in his conviction of the utter worthlessness of all insights not 
derived from his own postulates of thought, in the belief, perhaps 
above all, that he is the forerunner of what is inevitably ordained, 
his resemblance to the seventeenth-century Puritan is a remarkable 
one. No one who has seen a Bolshevik Congress at work but can 
recognize there the historic hopes of the earlier movement; a 
meeting of the Praesidium at Moscow must have its psychological 
affinities with those Putney Debates of Cromwell’s Ironsides the 
Clarke Papers have so happily preserved for us. Even the Bolshevik 
contempt for “bourgeois” learning is exactly paralleled by the 
suspicion of sec ular learning with which the "mechanick preachers” 
are filled; and the Bolshevik reliance upon their texts from Marx 
and Lenin and Stalin is identical with the Puritan dependence 
upon citations from the Scriptures. 

No poitiait of a Bolshevik is complete without its emphasis upon 
his immersion in a tiadition of persecution and conspiracy in which 
he learns contempt of personal danger and pride in martyrdom. 
The reader, for example, of Dimitroff’s testimony at the Reichstag 
Fire Tiial in 1934 could easily imagine that he was listening to the 
witness John Bunyan felt himself compelled to bear. Both types, 
alike, are schooled by grim experience to an iron discipline 01 
which the lesson is that what matters is the victory of the gospel 
and that only in fidelity to its claims can the individual find the 
highroad to his salvation. It is noteworthy, too, that the strategy of 
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the Puritan to a hostile government resembles that of the Bolshevik 
in a marked degree. He is foremost in his denunciation of an in¬ 
tolerance directed against himself; as he achieves power, he can be 
equally emphatic in his denial of tolerance for others. Convinced of 
the possession of truth, they believe that it involves the obligation 
•to compel uniformity. They see in the variations of doctrine an 
inevitable source of intellectual error, and. therefore, of confusion 
in behaviour; for when men refuse to accept necessary truth, they 
are a menace to order and society. The Puritan enthusiast sought 
to compel men to grace as individuals; the Bolshevik seems to 
compel a collective salvation. But in each there are the three vital 
qualities, humility, penitence and the conviction of an awaiting 
glory, which provides the faith that its professor’s mission is to 
transform the character of human behaviour that it may be pre¬ 
pared for a higher station in the universe. That the Puritan’s 
mission came, as he believed, from the grace of God, while that of 
the Bolshevik comes from his grasp, as he insists, of the laws of 
history, makes little difference to the identity of impact the inspiration 
makes. 

It is, I think, too, of pivotal importance to the grasp of this out¬ 
look, that the Bolshevik has the same impatient contempt as the 
Puritan for the exponent of half-measures. Just as to Pascal with 
his Jansenist sense of infinite degradation, the luminous moderation 
of Montaigne imperils salvation; just as Prynne could find in the 
“unlovelinesse of lovelock’s” the highroad to damnation; so the 
Bolshevik finds in the minutest deviation from the stream of party 
doctrine the prospect of counter-revolution which, for him, is what 
damnation is to the Puritan. Each must be all or nothing. Each 
refuses to see any aspect of life save in the context of his supreme 
aim. Each finds it more difficult to forgive the half-friend than the 
open enemy. Each lavishes upon his opponents a wealth of abuse 
which, for the faithful, is a completely effective substitute for the 
objective analysis of doctrine. Nothing less than a complete re¬ 
generation of society is the object at which each aims; and it is 
easy to see that any faltering in this objective can be equated with 
an absence of grace. The Bolshevik handles his opponent with the 
same armoury of sacred text and scurrilous abuse as the Puritan; 
what the Roman Church is to one, so is bourgeois society to another. 
Prynne, after all, handled Archbishop Laud in much the same way 
as Lenin handled Kautsky; and the Puritan’s citations of Scripture 
are the precise equivalent of the Bolshevik’s citations of Marx. 
Each, too, as the Church Book of the Bunyan meeting, and the 
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confessional experiences of a Communist Party group, make evident, 
is living a life each item in the behaviour of which is responsible 
to, and judged by, the fellowship in whom he is united in his search 
for salvation. And in the same vital way as Puritanism succeeded 
as it became a movement able to bring hope and exhilaration, the 
promise of a future share in the true riches of life, to the disinherited, 
so has the appeal of Bolshevism been built upon its pledge of election 
to the proletariat. And because the power to withhold salvation 
from its aspirants evokes fear in those who yearn to share in its 
wealth, so Bolshevism, like Puritanism before, while it has bred the 
hero and the saint, has bred in so many, too, the sycophant and 
the hypocrite. Fear is an essential instrument in its purposes. But 
fear alone does not explain its power. Fear could no more have 
won to Puritan doctrine the allegiance of Milton and Cromwell, of 
Lilburne and Bunyan, than fear could have brought Lenin and 
Trotsky, Stalin and Voroshilov to the service of the Bolshevik cause. 

I do not think, therefore, that the erosion of dictatorship in the 
Soviet Union is a simple matter; certainly its disappearance cannot 
be effected by a simple act of will on the part of Stalin and his 
colleagues. That could not be the case simply because so abrupt a 
transition would jeopardize the whole foundations of not merely 
the Stalin regime, but even of the Soviet Union. It would mean the 
devotion to the struggle for power of energy and purposes that are 
now harnessed to the economic effort of the Union, and could not, 
without paralysis, be harnessed elsewhere. That is part of the price 
paid for the change of a party dictatorship which admitted demo¬ 
cracy within its ranks to the dictatorship of a narrow bureaucracy 
which has stifled all initiative not regarded by itself as orthodox. 
Clearly, for example, if the process of industrialization were to be 
hampered by the kind of debate which occurred during the fight 
for control between Stalin and Trotsky, the production of capital 
and consumption goods would be checked at every turn. For that 
fight would mean doubt of the faith; and it is the hold of the faith 
which confers the power to impose the continual fulfilment of 
orders. Dictatorship is more likely to be followed by anarchy than 
by freedom unless it is able to offer the prospect of security, internal 
and external, as freedom is sought for and conceded. 

T believe, therefore, that the decline of dictatorship in the Soviet 
Union is, above all, dependent upon the growth of a wide popular 
faith in its security. And that is a matter which depends at least as 
much upon events without as upon events within the Union. So 
long as there is a widespread conviction that the capitalist powers 
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are prepared to attack the Soviet Union, so long the dictatorship 
will persist; for so long it will be able to utilize national sentiment 
on its own behalf. So long, also, as the possibility of that attack 
exists, all dissident opinion in the Soviet Union will look expectantly 
to foreign assistance for aid; and there is good reason to accept the 
Soviet view that such expectations have rarely been disappointed. 
The people of the Soviet Union will not feel secure until they see 
that the power of a great state to act aggressively is curbed so far 
as organization can curb it. When they have that confidence, the 
demand for democratic concessions from the dictatorship will follow 
rapidly. But I am confident that an atmosphere of international 
security is the necessary prelude to its coming. 

For, as it comes, no dictatorship can impose over a long period 
the controls that are necessary to its permanence. Given external 
security, it is impossible, in the modem conditions of communica¬ 
tion, to build a Chinese wall about a whole civilization. The growth 
of education, even the impact of industrialization itself, these make, 
by nature, for demands no dictatorship can safely refuse. Were it 
to do so, it would invite internal disruption. For it would involve 
a sullen discontent among men and women increasingly conscious 
of the frustration of their powers, and increasingly suspicious of the 
motives of those who frustrated them. At present, Stalin and his 
associates have a powerful reply to any such resentment. They can 
say that the admission of the classic principles of democracy provides 
the enemies of the Soviet Union, as they provided the enemies of 
the Weimar Republic, with exactly the opportunity and procedures 
for which they are looking. They can insist that every regime in 
danger has been compelled to assume vast powers of protection 
against their abuse. If this is the case in a political democracy in 
which, as in Great Britain, the parliamentary system has been 
unchallenged for over two and one half centuries, it is not surprising 
that a regime which is attempting to build something like a new 
way of civilized life should feel insecure after less than a generation 
of experience in which foreign and civil war have defined the habits 
of thought. 

The argument is a powerful one, I think, on any showing. It is 
useless not to remember that, apart from the working-class, there 
have been few who have not displayed to the Russian Revolution 
a hatred even more vitriolic than our ancestors displayed to the 
French Revolution. It is useless, either, to forget that in the critical 
years from 1933 to 1939 the statesmen of the European democracies 
exhausted all their ingenuity in evading the proffered alliance of 
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the Soviet Union, and that, even on the very eve of war, the British 
Ambassador in Berlin could see no reason against an Anglo-German 
alliance if the Polish problem could be peacefully solved. It is, too, 
of clearly immense importance that, the moment Stalin made the 
grave error of attacking Finland, there were wide circles of opinion 
in favour of accommodation with Germany in order to begin the 
psychologically more satisfactory process of attacking the Soviet 
Union as a joint effort in the name of “Christian” civilization. We 
have constantly to remember, in short, that in the degree that the 
Soviet Union conducts its experiment successfully, it thereby 
threatens the whole social and economic structure of the existing 
capitalist order. The anxiety for its breakdown, the fear of its 
success, have been among the most considerable influences of our 
time in social thought; economists have even found an audience 
for the argument that it was bound to break down on a priori 
grounds, without even the pretence of examining what it had 
ac hievecl. 

The ugliness in it, and the cruelty, which have both been immense, 
and its blunders, must not blind us to the fact that it is yet the 
most colossal event in history since the Reformation. For it coincides, 
like the latter, with a total crisis in civilization. And if, as it proceeds, 
it is able to show that the private ownership of the means of pro¬ 
duction is unnecessary to the efficient organization of economic life; 
if, further, it can demonstrate that there is an adequate substitute 
for the profit-making motive which, as it works, makes unemploy¬ 
ment unnecessary; if it is able to show that the heritage of culture 
can be made accessible to the mass of a nation, and that the impact 
of science on industrial technique is not a continuous threat to the 
economic security of the worker; obviously, then, the Russian 
Revolution will have opened a new and creative epoch in human 
cxpciience as vital as any in our knowledge. It is, cf course, clear 
that these prospects are all contingencies. But no one who fails to 
note their existence can adequately measure the implications of the 
Revolution. 

But, very definitely, they are as yet contingencies merely. They 
may be shattered by war; for the diversion, over time, of any 
considerable effoit to its cost might easily destroy popular faith in 
the purpose of the Revolution, quite apart from the possibility that 
war might entail defeat. Quite clearly, also, the sacrifices the 
purposes entail are likely to be far more prolonged in an industrially 
backward country like the Soviet Union than they would be in an 
advanced one like the United States of America; the colossal figures 
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of increased volume of production do not conceal the fact that 
output per worker in the Soviet Union is still far lower than in the 
more advanced capitalist countries, and the ultimate test lies in the 
capacity of the Soviet worker to out-distance the worker in a 
capitalist society. If these contingencies can be met, the impiict of 
the Russian Revolution will, clearly enough, compel the rapid 
transformation of capitalism. It will, everywhere, have to adjust 
itself to the new way of life just as feudal m was compelled to 
adjust itself to the immensely greater potentialities of individualistic 
capitalism after the sixteenth century. 

That, at any rate, was the history of the French Revolution; it 
compelled, all over the world, an adjustment both of ideas and of 
institutions to the purposes it embodied. It did so despite its blunders 
and its crimes; it did so despite the wars that were waged against 
It ; and it did so despite the fact that, to the main men of property 
in that generation, its ideas seemed the incarnation of original sin. 
The effect of the French Revolution was, for half a century after its 
occurrence, to set the decisive context of European history. It 
awakened in thousands of humble men hopes and aspirations they 
did not know themselves to possess; and these came to shape new 
criteria of social judgment to which, increasingly, the governing 
class had to adjust its mind. It staked the claim of a nouvelle couche 
sociale to a place in the sun; and the Europe of the nineteenth 
century had to find room for it in the calculations of statesmen. 

I see no reason to suppose that the effect of the Russian Revolu¬ 
tion may not be similar in character. It is, above all, a challenge 
to the foundations of middle-class civilization, an assertion that a 
man may not be excluded from the essential goods that civilization 
has achieved simply because he is not an owner of the instruments 
of production. That assertion has already won widespread welcome 
all over the world, not merely in the constituency to which it has 
been directly addressed. Indeed, its acceptance is the logical out¬ 
come of any system of representative government that is based 
upon a universal and equal franchise. 

For in an unequal society, where what is most impressive is the 
contrast between riches and poverty, it is inevitable that men should 
seek to use their political power to redress the balance implied in 
that contrast. They will seek to do so as soon as they become con¬ 
vinced that a policy of concessions merely from the rich to the poor 
does not satisfy their established expectations. And as soon as they 
seek to do so either there must be inaugurated a series of massive 
social and economic reforms which prove that the balance is being 
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consciously and continuously redressed, or there will be an attempt 
forcibly to change the character of the state. Either, that is, classes 
must co-operate to change the foundations, or the abyss between 
them will grow so wide that conflict is inevitable. 

It is the fact that this conception has been given so vivid an 
actuality in the Russian Revolution which provides it with its 
dynamic, even explosive, character. It intensifies so suddenly and 
so sharply the challenge to the existing order that it induces both 
excessive hopes and excessive fears. Excessive hopes, because the 
comparative ease with which the Bolsheviks seized power tempts 
extremists everywhere to underestimate both the strength of the 
resistance they will encounter and the complexities of the problem 
of consolidating power if and when it is won; and because revolu¬ 
tionary optimism always exaggerates the ease with which deep- 
seated habits can be changed. Excessive fears, because all those 
whose interests are jeopardized by infection from the Russian Revo¬ 
lution tend to infer from it not the desirability of reforming while 
there is yet time, but the necessity of safeguarding themselves from 
the danger of infection. The result, handled unwisely, is to widen 
the gulf between classes; and the more profound the faith the 
Revolution evokes, the more conscious do men become of the width 
of the gulf. This makes the temper of possible accommodation more 
difficult of access; and it also gives an undue influence to the extremist 
voices on either side. 

The Russian Revolution, in fact, like its French predecessor, has 
become a subject upon which very few men can speculate calmly, 
so immense are the hopes and fears built upon its outcome. The 
hopes tempt those who hold them to insist that nothing the leaders 
of the Soviet Union do can be wrong; and the fears tempt its 
enemies to argue that not even its most obvious achievements are 
real. Hope that is deaf to reason, and ignorant of the power of 
prescription, always exacerbates every conflict of ideas within a 
society; just as fear, in the same case, shuts men’s ears to the most 
obvious call for necessary change. The most urgent problem of the 
Russian Revolution is not the praise or blame it should exact, but 
the need for its understanding; and nothing is so rare. For where 
understanding of so immense an event halts, it may easily lead to 
the protagonists of cither side arming themselves to ensure the 
victory of their outlook. 

It is this possible outcome of the fear and hope aroused by the 
Russian Revolution which has made two decisions of Moscow since 
1917 such disastrous decisions. The first was the decision of Lenin 
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to split the working-class forces of the world by founding the Com¬ 
munist International and, therewith, the national Communist 
Parties; the second was the decision of the Soviet Union to enforce 
upon its constituents everywhere a view of the war of 1930 which 
made them the exponents of revolutionary defeatism in the states 
opposed to Hitler and Mussolini. The first was a disastrous decision 
for a number of reasons. It turned the mind of each Communist 
party into a conspiratorial direction. It gave the status of rigid 
orthodoxy to a strategy or revolution the validity of which was 
built almost wholly on the assumption that the unique experience 
of Russia was a pattern for peoples with a century of quite different 
history behind them. It turned the Communist parties outside the 
Soviet Union into narrow sects the tempo of whose activity was set, 
not by the situations they confronted, but by the international 
requirements of the Soviet Union. It also gave a pretext to Fascist 
parties to pose as the representatives of patriotism and order which, 
though it had no substance in fact, gave them access to alliances 
they would not otherwise have possessed. And the fact that the 
organization of the Communist parties had the rigid centralism, 
ever-increasing in tightness, of their Russian model, gave them a 
contempt for ordinary men. They worked, no doubt, for the future 
of an abstract proletarian, but they were rarely acquainted with 
the realities of human nature. 

That centralism is natural enough in the historic circumstances 
which the Russian Revolution confronted; without it, the discipline 
and <§lan of the Bo.lshcviks would not have been attained. But, first 
it required the genius of Lenin to give it the requisite adaptability 
of manoeuvre on the field of battle; and, second, it accorded ill 
with the habits of states accustomed over a long period to repre¬ 
sentative democracy in the political field. Its origins, indeed, go 
further back than Lenin. Part of it, I think, is directly traceable to 
Rousseau’s idea of the legislator who is to bring the ideal state 
into being by imposing his purpose on a people not yet ready for its 
acceptance. That view, natural in the offspring of Calvin’s Geneva, 
with his profound conviction that men have been corrupted by 
social institutions, passed from him to Babcuf and his fellow- 
conspirators. They saw their hopes in France broken by evil men; 
and they thought of a conspiratorial dictatorship as a process of 
compulsion to virtue. From Babeuf, through Buonarroti and the 
secret societies of nascent European democracy in the first forty 
years of the nineteenth century, the idea passed to Marx and the 
socialist movement; and it is easy to see how, in the bitterness of 
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his exile, he transformed it into that proletarian dictatorship which, 
on the analogy of Rousseau’s legislator, was to “force men to be 
free.” Mixed with the dubious metaphysics of the Hegelian dialectic, 
it enabled, less the party as the whole, than its bureaucratic 
apparatus, so to speak, as they could urge, with the authentic voice of 
history. What they urged was what the “real will” of the prole¬ 
tariat would demand could it but know what was best for itself; it 
enabled the parly to transcend those temporary and immediate, 
even irrational, interests which obscured for the masses the truths 
to which the parties had access. It involved, indeed, the denial that 
what a proletariat seemed to want was what it wanted at all, when¬ 
ever what it seemed to want went counter to what the party decided 
was good for it. And if other parties of a proletarian complexion 
refused to accept the superior insight of the Communist party, it 
meant that they must be denounced as objectively the enemies of 
the working-class. 

The dialectic, indeed, was the ideal philosophy for an extremist 
group convinced of its possession of eternal truth, and certain that 
all its enemies or critics were always wrong. It gave them an un¬ 
breakable faith; and it gave them the fanatic’s contempt for all 
who did not see, as they saw it, the priceless importance of the end. 
But it led them to the use of tactics which seemed outrageous to 
those not wholly convinced that the end was as certain as they 
made it. It made them contemptuous of any who hesitated to go the 
whole way with them; and from contempt they could pass easily to 
the belief that the destruction of all socialist influence they could 
not control was the necessary prelude to their own victory. They 
weie even prepared to combine with their avowed enemies for this 
purpose, convinced that, in the end, they were bound to be the 
residuary legatees of power. In fact, of course, the real result of 
their manoeuvres was to create a monumental confusion in the 
world-proletariat to the profit not of the workers but of their 
enemies. Only zealots for a doctrine which ignored reality could 
have preferred the prospects of the workers under Hitler to their 
prospects under the Weimar Republic. I think it probable that, 
had Lenin not precipitated the fatal split in the working-class forces 
implied in the foundation of the Communist International, certainly 
not Hitler, and perhaps not Mussolini, would have attained to 
power. But the preliminary condition of their success was that, 
through Communist fanaticism, the organized forces of the working 
class were divided and hesitant when they could have been united 
and strong. 
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The second disastrous decision was that which, after October 
1939, resulted in the growth of revolutionary defeatism among the 
Communist parties of the democracies. I have already explained 
why the Soviet Union, for very good reasons, was l(d to adopt a 
policy of neutrality in this war. There is no doubt that this policy 
•was a profound shock to the constituent parties of the Communist 
International. The volte jace had to be explained; and it had so to 
be explained that the Communist parties did not appear, within 
the democracies, to wish or work for a Fascist victory. The only 
way to do this was to insist that this was an “imperialist” war, on 
the model of 1914, the results of which were indifferent to the true 
interests of the worker; and thence to argue, as Lenin argued in 
1914, that the class-conscious proletarian would work for the over¬ 
throw of his “bourgeois” government and its replacement by a 
government of the masses. The elaborate and imedilying casuistry 
by which this view was defended can hardly, I suspect, have 
deceived the realists in the Kremlin, whatever its hold abroad. It 
was the outcome of Soviet fear of Germany, and, objectively, is 
unintelligible except on the basis of that fear. Partly, I think, it 
must be attributed to the impact upon Stalin and his associates of 
the poison of unlimited power. 

For they have rid themselves of any outside their own circle who 
could speak to them on equal terms. They have ceased to submit 
vital decisions to criticism. They have come to expect that whatever 
they announce shall be received with unlimited and punctual 
applause, to equate, indeed, criticism of their decisions with counter¬ 
revolutionary sentiment. The situation of men who have made 
themselves immune from the need to consider any opinion but their 
own is bound to result in grave mistakes; and it makes no difference 
in what kind of state that situation is found. It creates in them the 
fatal illusion of infallibility than which there is no myth more 
dangerous; and that myth leads on, still more fatally, to persecution 
of those who are unable to accept its implications. When that stage 
is reached, everything that makes for peaceful relations between 
men is menaced, simply because those who have the illusion of 
infallibility cease to regard themselves as men, and, even worse, 
cease to regard their subjects as ends not less than instruments. 

Here, I suggest, the Communist parties outside the Soviet Union 
have served Stalin ill. They can, of course, argue that they were 
ignorant of each stage of its development until it was operative, 
and that it was impossible for any of them to take a line which 
would have meant an attack on the Soviet Union. But the answer 
F 
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surely is that a world-movement which seeks for world-influence 
ought not to allow one of its constituent parties to get into the 
position where its decisions are beyond criticism; and, further, that 
the Soviet government would never have sought to impose the line 
those parties have followed had not their past supineness given it 
the right to anticipate that it would be supported in whatever 
policy it might adopt. 

That abdication from the duty of critical judgment is the real 
sin against the light which all dictatorship imposes upon its subjects; 
and it is also the source of the immense risks which all dictatorships, 
whether of the Left or the Right, necessarily run. For abdication 
from the duty of critical judgment on the part of its subjects, even 
more of its devotees, necessarily means that it becomes rapidly 
separated from the mind of the masses whom it controls. It must, 
therefore, at all costs maintain its prestige; and this consists either 
in carrying forward every policy to success, or finding a plausible 
scapegoat if it fails. It was necessary, therefore, for Stalin to throw 
overboard not only the policy, and its implications, Litvinov had 
followed from 1934, but also the praise which had been lavished 
upon the advance of Finnish democracy since 1936; and this 
catastrophic reversal of attitude had necessarily to be accepted as 
the insight of genius. But I think the real consequence of the change 
in all who arc not vowed to the myth of Bolshevik infallibility has 
been to 1 reatc the first profound doubts since 1917 of the identity 
ot Soviet interest with those of the world-proletariat. Granted the 
victory of Great Britain, the result of that doubt is bound to be the 
need for Stalin to arrive at some modus vivendi with the victor which 
will be destructive of the legend of his own infallibility. 

It is this kind of catastrophic change that a dictatorship should, 
at all costs, avoid. Lenin did so because of two things. He always 
peimitted vital critic ism without resentment; and he always avoided 
laying the foundations for mass-antagonism from those upon whose 
support he could reasonably count. That was why he could accept 
a defeat like that of Brcst-Litovsk without humiliation; that, also, 
is why lie could execute so comprehensive a retreat as the New 
Economic Policy in the confident expectation that he could retrace 
his steps. It is the grave flaw in Stalin’s technique that he has built 
his dictatorship upon a pattern whuh excludes these possibilities. 
He has always to be victorious; he has always to be right; he has 
always to be successful. He has always to have men to blame whom 
he can convincingly blame. But that means that even his closest 
associates are never secure of their hold; and this means, in turn, 
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that the loyalty upon which he has to rely is rarely, even in the 
central direction of affairs, the spontaneous loyalty of rational con¬ 
viction. How little it is this kind of loyalty is evident to anyone who 
knows the Soviet system from within; or observes the growth of 
adulatory Byzantinism in the habits of the regime. 

. The future of the Soviet system is necessarily compromised by 
these developments. For they have threatened its success at home, 
as they have injured its prestige abroad. Abroad, it needed the 
authority which came from the conviction not only that it was the 
leader of the socialist forces of the world, but, also, that it could be 
counted upon to stand firmly against systems which, like that of 
Hider, threaten at its root the power of the working-class to go 
forward. The German-Soviet Pact was, from this angle, a cynical 
manoeuvre which, as the Communist International sought to 
provide it with a logical justification, became a shameless exhibition, 
on Stalin’s part, of complete indifference to the fate of the working- 
class outside the Soviet Union; and the attack on Finland, like the 
absorption of the Baltic republics, was an example of strategic 
imperialism in the direct tradition of preventive wars. Both policies 
had a bad result on the internal aspect of the Soviet Union. 

For their result was, necessarily, to prolong the power of a despotic 
system which no one had done more than Stalin and his colleagues 
to expose as the vital enemy of the workers. By prolonging that 
power, therefore, especially in the context of Stalin’s inevitable 
knowledge that Hitler would abide by his agreement only so long 
as he felt it advisable, he risked the danger of exactly that isolation 
it should have been the central purpose of his strategy to avoid. It 
was above all his interest to keep the Soviet Union a factor in 
world affairs whose zeal for peace and whose hostility to aggression 
even his profoundest enemies could not successfully deny. That was 
his fundamental psychological safeguard in the evil atmosphere of 
power politics, which had been made so much more evil by the 
policy of Hitler. When he decided to compromise with Nazism, 
and to profit by the compromise in the Nazi manner, he could not 
fail gravely to impair the credit of the Russian Revolution even 
with its warmest friends. 

The safety, in fact, of the purposes of 1917 now rests, in my 
judgment, less upon factors inside the Soviet Union than upon 
factors outside it. It depends, first, upon the rapid defeat of the 
Nazi government. For that defeat alone means a chance of re¬ 
organizing collective security against aggression, and, thereby, a 
breathing-space of pivotal importance to civilization. It is a breath- 
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ing-space which gives the Soviet Union relief from the fear of 
external attack, and the chance that the nature of the economic 
problems post-war Europe will confront will hasten the evolution of 
the Western powers to a socialist synthesis. If that occurs, it will 
markedly advance the compulsion to internal democracy in the 
Soviet Union; for nothing else, within the time of which our genera¬ 
tion need take account, can give its citizens that sense of security 
of which the return to freedom is the necessary outcome. 

I doubt whether it will be a rapid return, unless some radical 
change occurs in the structure and habits of the Russian Communist 
party; lor men who, like Stalin, have become accustomed to the 
habits of unfettered command do not easily recover from them save 
as the (ondition of survival. It is always, moreover, a hard thing to 
break the power of a bureaucrat y many, of whose members have 
attained positions of privilege by obsequious service to those habits. 
That is even more the case when the path of the dictator, as with 
Stalin, has been marked by the imposition of penalties so cruel 
upon those who have differed from him. There is the danger of 
revenge, the fear that a new terror may take the place of the old. 
At tion and reaction arc equal in the dynamics of politics not less 
than those of nature. It is part of the price that the Soviet Union 
will have to pay for the scale of its experiment, and the tempo at 
which, in its diflicult environment, the experiment was made, that it 
will find the path from collectivist economics to political democracy 
so much more steep and difficult than its makers deemed possible. 
But that is the price they always must pay who do not measure the 
cost of means in their relentless pursuit even of the greatest end. 

One final remark upon the Russian Revolution is worth making. 
There can be little doubt that the intensity of its dictatorship, its 
ruthlcssncss, even, makes less impact upon those over whom it is 
exercised than it would do among a people who, like ourselves, 
have a deep-rooted tradition of political democracy. After all, there 
had been nothing in Russian history to compare with that experience 
of self-government in trade unions, in Nonconformist Churches, in 
the co-operative societies, and in local politics, which made the 
w'orking man in Britain increasingly anxious himself to shape his 
own destiny. I he Soviet dictatorship, in Stalin’s hands, carries on 
the Byzantine tradition of Czarism; there is a sense in which its 
results are more akin to those of Peter the Great than of a Western 
agent of emancipation. We cannot omit to recognize that, short of 
military defeat, those results are bound, in the long run, to be fatal 
to the dictator’s power; the educational implications alone are. 
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over a period, the guarantee of that. No one who knows ihe Soviet 
Union can doubt that its results stir up ways of behaviour which, 
when there is external security, will begin to question, will ask for 
a unity that grow's fiom below instead of a unity that is imposed 
from above. How long those ways of behaviour v ill be in developing, 
I do not think anyone can tell; that the peiiod of their emergence 
depends very largely on the international situation is, 1 think, a 
legitimate inference from our experience Danger always holds 
together a nation that lives under strict coercive authority; and the 
danger that confronts the Russian Revolution has been beyond all 
question real. It has given Stalin psychological defences which a 
wiser policy in Britain and Ameiica would, over the last decide, 
have stricken from his hands. If their rulers, if, even more, their 
peoples, have learned one of the supreme lessons of this war, they 
can, I think, restore to the Russian Revolution that power to 
achieve the balance between individual liberty and social security 
which is the objective of all political effort, lhc first condition of 
that restoration is the defeat of Fascism; the second is the creative 
use of the victory. But to understand what these imply we must 
grasp the nature of the Fascist adventure. It is to that analysis that 
I now turn. 



Chapter III 

THE MEANING OF FASCISM 

i 

The phenomena presented by the Fascist states preserve a certain 
regularity of rhythm of obvious importance to their understanding. 
In each case, their rulers have come to power either in a society 
that was defeated in the war of 1914 or in one that was dissatisfied 
in its expectations by the outcome of that conflict. Disappointed 
national ambition, that is to say, has in each case been an element 
in the rise of the Fascist party to power. In each case, further, the 
appeal of the Fascist party, in its predominant public expression, 
has been an appeal to the oppressed elements in the national com¬ 
munity; the small shopkeeper, threatened by the progress of the 
co-operative store or the multiple shop, the unemployed, especially 
the unemployed ex-officer, the small manufacturer jeopardized 
by the growth of corporate organization, the diclasse intellectual, 
unable to find a career in one of the historic political organizations, 
the petit bourgeois , less able than at any previous time to become his 
own master, it is to these that, as it made its way to power, the Fascist 
party has sought to appeal. 

But, in each case, also, the formal programme ot the Fascist 
parties has been a facade to cover very different connections. A 
large part of their finance has been derived from affiliations made 
with big business; and a vital part of their leadership has been 
pledged, from an early stage, to hostility towards proletarian aspira¬ 
tions. There has been penetration of, or, at least, an understanding 
with, the governmental apparatus of the state; officers of its defence 
forces, the police, and even the magistracy and the civil service, 
have connived at considerable illegalities on the part of Fascists. 
Having attained power, they have invariably proceeded not only to 
throw overboard their announced programme. They have also, by 
a system of terror more or less proportionate to their felar of resis¬ 
tance, to destroy their opponents and to liquidate all organizations 
which might serve in the future as a contingent source of hostility. 
They have invariably established a monoparty state, of which the 
essence has been the identification of the party-structure with the 
apparatus of state-power. This has meant that all opposition to the 
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party has become opposition to the state, with the result that, more 
or less rapidly, every aspect of the national life—cultural, political, 
economic, social—has become subordinated to the single need of the 
party’s retention of power. This has, of course, implied at once the 
overthrow of all the constitutional habits which representative 
democracy had sought to establish since the French Revolution; 
and this, in its turn, has involved the denial that the individual is an 
end in himself, in whom, because he is so regarded, rights inhere. 
He has become, on the contrary, a means to an end. 

That end is a constant increase in the power of the state, regarded 
as the authoritarian embodiment of the national purpose. But since 
the state is, for all essential purposes, the Fascist party, the sub¬ 
ordination of the individual to the Fascist party is the inevitable 
accompaniment of its evolution. And this has set the perspective of 
both the internal and external policies of Fascism. Internally, it has 
been compelled to interventionism lest grievance accumulate and, 
thereby, threaten its power; compensation has to be offered to the 
multitude for the suppression of the institutions whereby, in a 
capitalist democracy, they sought to improve their standard of life. 
Externally, moreover, the very fact that Fascism was nourished by 
disappointed national ambition has meant its necessary concen¬ 
tration on an aggressive foreign policy. That has served several 
purposes. By the pursuit of “glory” abroad it has tended to draw 
attention away from grievance at home. The pursuit of “glory” has 
involved an increase in armaments proportionate to the ambitions 
such “glory” demanded, and that increase, accordingly, acts as a 
form of public works and so has the effect of decreasing unemploy¬ 
ment ; thereby it can be represented as proof of the triumph of the 
Fascist regime in the economic realm. But the pursuit of “glory” 
must have tangible achievements to its credit. It therefore becomes 
necessary for the Fascist power not only to threaten aggressive 
action, but also to move towards its achievement of “a place in the 
sun.” For this purpose it selects an opponent who can either be 
compelled, through its weakness, to give way, or, if it resists, makes 
embarkation upon war seem at least a legitimate gamble. Since 
war, or the threat of it, is always a means of consolidating the 
psychological unity of a nation, at least to the point where it suffers 
defeat in the field, this has the effect at once of making resistance to 
the regime more difficult and, to the point where it is victorious, of 
enhancing its prestige. And the advance of the nation by conquests 
of this kind has the advantage of satisfying the national ambitions 
which have been defeated or disappointed in the past. There will be 
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few of those who are not outright opponents of the system who will 
not be moved by its successful use of the technique of imperialist 
expansion. 

The Marxist critics of Fascism have dismissed it as simply the 
expression of monopoly-capitalism in decay. They have pointed out, 
quite rightly, that it does not disturb the vital class-relations in any 
soc icty it comes to dominate; individuals, or special groups like the 
Jews, apart, it is characteristic of its functioning that the rich remain 
t i< h and the poor remain poor. They have pointed out, also rightly, 
that in earh Fascist state not only have the great monopolies 
strengthened their position, but that the promised protection to the 
“little* man” has never, in fact, been forthcoming. They have shown, 
with abundant proof, that the destruction of institutions like the trade 
unions and the socialist parties leaves the workers largely helpless 
before the demands of their employers; a diminution in the standard 
of living has been a consistent accompaniment of Fascist evolution. 
They argue, therefore, that the essenccof Fascism is that it represents 
the rephn ement of capitalist democracy by the naked dictatorship 
of the big monopolies. It is the refuge to which capitalism is driven 
when it is no longer able at once to preserve the privileges of its 
ruling < lass and to make concessions to the multitude. 

There is a real truth in this analysis, though it is not, I think, 
rigorous enough in character to cover all the facts involved. No one 
can study the histoiy of the way in which Mussolini and Hitler 
arrived at power without seeing that they were, in a fundamental 
way, the cntulolline of big business. From that element in society 
each domed a huge part of his financial support; each repaid that 
support bv destroying for big business the essential mechanisms of 
working-class defence. But there are two other elements involved 
which <uc* essential to the understanding of Fascism to which its 
M.uxist opponents have given inadequate attention. 

The fust is the fact that both Mussolini and Hitler were able to 
build mass-movements. They were able to weld together in a 
powerful organization the disinherited, whether the unemployed 
soldier like Roehm, or the declasse intellectual like Rosenberg, the 
dissatisfied youth and the petit bourgeois trader; and they made an 
obvious and important appeal to women. The secret of this ability 
appears to have a twolold basis. Partly, it was built upon a skilful 
exploitation of nationalist sentiment. It promised success and unity 
to peoples which had been rendered miserable by failure and dis¬ 
unity It offered them expansion through action at a time when the 
regime against which Fascism was a piotest seemed incapable of 
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growth and of action. Organized, moreover, as an army, it offered 
the prospect of a career with the right to command to those who 
joined it; they felt they were marching somewhere. They were given 
something to do. In fulfilling their task, they became somebody. 
Even if they only attacked a helpless trade unionist in a dark side- 
.street, or beat up an elderly Jew, they were defeating those whom 
they had been taught to regard as their enemies; and it was an 
easy step to make their enemies the caus* of the humiliation the 
nation had suffered, and thus to represent their defeat as a victory 
for the nation. In the pathological condition of post-1918 Italy and 
Germany, there were large numbers anxious to work off a sense of 
frustration and able to find in violence the means of aggressive 
compensation for it. And since most of those whom they attacked 
were either, like trade unionists, bitterly disliked by business men, 
or like the German Jews, still regarded as an alien clement in the 
national life, Fascist violence was almost benevolently regarded as 
a contribution to a future order in which trade unionism would be 
sterilized and the positions and property held by Jews would be 
open to men who could not compete w'ith them on equal terms. 
And w hen all this is set in the context of economic depression, and 
a political atmosphere in whir h the fractionalism of parties prevented 
any clarity of direction in government, it is clear enough that there 
was vast explosive material waiting to be organized. Had govern¬ 
ment, in cither Italy or Germany, acted firmly against either Hitler 
or Mussolini in their early days, there would have been little diffi¬ 
culty in destroying the movements they symbolized. But the forces 
opposed to them were never united enough to make this possible. 

For the solid capitalist class distrusted the mood of the workers 
and w'as not unsympathetic to men who would, as they were 
privately assured, dissipate that mood by destroying the organization 
which made it possible. The workers were divided, above all by the 
divisions which sympathy for, and reaction against, the Communist 
International had created; they even came to hate one another 
more than they hated their common enemy. They faced an organized 
and well-drilled army which said one thing and one thing only to 
the mass of unpolitical citizens while they were engaged in endless 
and complicated doctrinal disputes of which that mass could make 
little or nothing. In a large degree, further, whatever promise the 
parties of the Left seemed to offer, was explicitly affirmed by 
Fascism also; and the latter, in its propaganda, was far more skilful 
in its psychological exploitation of the national tradition. The Left 
gave the impression of a detachment from its mainstream; for 
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Mussolini and Hitler the recovery of its power was an essential 
element in their programme. To a nation in the bitterness of dis¬ 
illusion, an exaggerated nationalism is almost a necessary luxury. 
While the Fascists dwelt upon the glories of its past, the Left 
demanded a clean break with a hundred memories that recollection 
had rendered sacred. There can be little doubt that the technique 
of Fascist propaganda was, in this regard, far more in accord with 
established expectation, more easily grasped, therefore, than that of 
their rivals. The insistence that their attainment of power would 
mean action likely to compensate for past defeat was, I think, an 
index to a perceptiveness which was always absent from the propa¬ 
ganda of the Left. 

And of that Left one vital failure must be noted that is of the first 
importance. It was preaching a revolutionary doctrine without ever 
studying seriously the dynamics of power. That emerges clearly in 
the brief explosion of Italian revolutionary sentiment when the 
workers, in 1920, seized the factories. Either they had to move on 
from that seizure to an assault upon the state; or they had to accept 
a defeat which was bound to create profound hostility among every 
element of traditional order. They chose the first alternative, and 
this inevitably meant, first, that they informed their enemies that 
they were incapable of seizing power, that their resentment was a 
mood rather than a movement, and, second, that they would 
submit to strong government if it was imposed. It was that discovery 
which cemented the alliance between Mussolini and the governing 
class of Italy. Thenceforward, he had only to take power in an 
atmosphere carefully dramatized to convey the appearance that he 
was irresistible; and in the first two years in which he uneasily felt 
his way to absolutism, none of his opponents had the courage to 
challenge his assumption of authority. He acted while they were 
content to discuss. 

If the German experience was more complicated, it nevertheless 
conveys the same lesson. It was not only that the Weimar regime 
was, from the outset, unpopular because it had to govern a Germany 
embittered by defeat. It was not only, also, that none of its many 
governments from 1918 sought to build either a civil service or a 
defence force upon whose loyalty it could genuinely count; the 
relation of Hitler to the Bavarian government after the putsch of 
1923 is sufficient proof of that. It was not only, further, that the 
regime suffered from the tragedy of the inflation and the wholesale 
misery of the economic blizzard, and that it was, right down to the 
advent of Hitler, treated as an inferior state by France and Great 
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Britain. It never possessed, in the fifteen years of its history, a 
government with power enough to pursue either a strong or even a 
continuous policy. German communism dismayed it by playing at 
revolution and, thereby, terrifying its bourgeoisie without ever 
having the material power to subdue it. German socialists divided 
their time between fighting the Communists, on the one hand—an 
attitude for which Communist provocation has, indeed, a large 
responsibility—and in maintaining a tenacious legality of which 
their Fascist opponents took the fullest advantage. No one, to take 
a single, but crucial, instance, can study the tame surrender of the 
Social Democratic government of Prussia to von Papen in 1932 
without realizing that the party, however well organized in a 
formal way, never understood the dynamics of power. From the 
moment of that abdication, there was no hope for the Weimar 
regime except in revolutionary action. The fact that the socialists, 
whose supreme interest was in its defence at all costs, refused to 
embark upon it meant, and could only mean, that they were 
acquiescing in their own destruction. 

They desired to rule who were afraid to govern; that is, I suggest, 
the meaning of socialist experience in Italy and Germany before 
the advent of Mussolini and Hitler to power. They refused to be 
the state; and they encountered opponents who were determined 
to utilize to the limit the full implications of its supreme coercive 
power. And this leads me to the second aspect of Fascism in which, 
as I think, the Marxist analysis of its nature has been defective. 
While it is true, as I have said, that its rise to power has been 
associated with a partnership, revealed only after the event, between 
its leaders and the ruling elements in the capitalist democracy they 
destroyed, its use of power has made it more than a simple tool in 
the hands of monopoly-capitalism. 

For it has been driven by its own inner logic to the destruction 
of capitalism in its historic liberal form. Granted the problems 
Fascism confronted, this was, I think, inevitable if, as an organized 
movement, its leaders, whether in Italy or in Germany, were to 
retain power. For they had to do two things. On the one hand, 
they had to grapple with the problem of unemployment; on the 
other, they had to renew the national tradition, to dissipate the 
deep sense of frustration that had been brought by the post-war 
years. They could not do the first according to the classic formulae 
of capitalism; Dr. Brtining’s experience in Germany had made that 
clear. They could not, either, do it by inflation; the memories of 
the crisis after the French invasion of the Ruhr were still too vivid. 
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They therefore required a programme of public works which yet 
permitted the pursuit of a spirited foreign policy. The first would 
absorb the unemployed; the second would draw attention away 
from domestic grievance. 

But a spirited foreign policy, if it is to have any prospect of 
success, must be built on rearmament; the statesman who makes 
large demands must have the material power with which to back 
his demands. A disarmed Germany, a weak Italy, could argue and 
plead and cajole; they could not insist. A policy of large-scale 
rearmament therefore presented obvious advantages. It acted as a 
programme of public works; and it enabled the Fascist leaders to 
pitch their demands ever higher as their strength in armament 
proceeded. It was obvious that the major European powers would 
do much, at least, to avoid war; concessions, thereby, could be 
obtained by threat which would restore the national prestige. 
Rearmament would absorb the unemployed; and this would not 
only appease the discontent the previous regime was unable to 
overcome, but would, also, to the degree of its achievement, enhance 
the reputation of Fascism among the workers, would even act, to 
some extent, as a compensation for their lost liberties. We must not 
forget-as the Fast ist leaders have not forgotten—the magic appeal 
of the Soviet Union to the workers as the land from which unem¬ 
ployment lias been abolished. 

But a programme of this character could not, under a capitalist 
economy, be carried out on any considerable scale. It required the 
control of investment by the state; it required the control of imports 
by the state; it required the limitation of profit by the state to 
promote continually the extension of rearmament by investment in 
the manufat tore of arms of surplus profits. More than this. As 
rearmament proceeded, there were the twin dangers that approxi¬ 
mation to full employment necessarily brings—a rise in wages and 
therewith a rise in prices; and the related danger, also, of the 
movement of labour into the industries, and the firms within each 
industry, which paid best. It was therefore necessary for the govern¬ 
ment to limit the possibility of wage-increases; this involved, in 
order to prevent discontent, the fixation of prices, and this, in its 
turn, especially in the context of the devotion of profits to invest¬ 
ment in armaments, to the rationing of consumption. Germany, by 
1939, and in a less degree Italy, had abandoned every characteristic 
symptom of a liberal capitalist economy. 

This development had further consequences. If it was facilitated 
by the abolition of the trade unions, which made any struggle for a 
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higher standard of life impossible, its scope resulted in a rapid 
decline in mass-consumption. This in its turn did grave damage to 
the small shopkeeping class; they found themselves unable to main¬ 
tain their position and were driven into the ranks of the wage- 
earners. From this angle, Fascism has undoubtedly strengthened 
the power of the large industrial units. But it has also weakened 
them because their authority, being subordinated to the require¬ 
ments of the rearmament programme, is limits. 1 by the purposes of 
that programme, namely, the recovery of national prestige. But as 
the political system of Fascism is the dictatorship of the party, it 
follows that the definition of what national prestige requires is a 
matter for the party leaders. And since their object, like that of all 
condnttierc , is simply to remain in power, that definition is made 
in terms of what they judge is most likely to keep them in power. 

Granted this is, that thev had (i) to deal with unemployment in 
a spectacular way, and (ii) that they had to restore the national 
prestige, they were compelled to rearmament and thence, ines¬ 
capably, to a complete control of the productive system. In the 
light of the past, they had to avoid inflation. They had, therefore, 
to prevent, at the least, a rise in the standard of life at the same 
time that they were increasing productivity. Aware that any con¬ 
tinued depression of that standard over any long period was bound 
to result in discontent, they had to do two further things. They 
had to control profits, lest the workers contrast their own situation 
with that of their employers; and this was necessary, also, in order 
that the necessary capital for rearmament could be attained. But 
the limitation of profit was not enough. It might prevent the rise 
of anger and envy; it had a negatively beneficent effect psycho¬ 
logically. It did not, however, create hope; and a regime which 
seeks for permanence and stability must be able to create hope. 
The Fascist leaders, therefore, were bound to make rearmament 
the foundation of an imperialist policy of conquest. They had to 
be able to promise great future benefits in return for present sacrifice. 
Unless conquest was possible which presented the prospect of an 
exploitation from which the nation, whether Germany or Italy, 
would benefit, they could not satisfy cither the workers, on the one 
hand, or the owning class on the other. The first would be impossible 
by reason of that proportion of production devoted to rearmament; 
the second because the removal of the limitation on profit would 
exacerbate working-class opinion. And they could not escape from 
the necessity of rearmament, because, if they did so, they would 
have to abandon that spirited foreign policy which enabled them 
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to claim that they were renewing the national tradition; and they 
would have to find some substitute for rearmament as public works 
if immense unemployment was not to recur. Caught in that dilemma, 
both in Italy and in Germany, conquest became the inevitable end 
of their policy; and it was, of course, certain that, at some stage, 
conquest was bound to lead to war. 

II 

This is, of course, an excessive simplification of the complicated 
economic processes of which Fascism has disposed. What I am here 
concerned to emphasize is that the leaders of the Fascist parties 
have in each instance used the power of the state to make themselves 
the masters alike of the working-classes and of the capitalist class in 
the interest of perpetuating their own authority. They have won 
some approval from the first by solving the problem of unemploy¬ 
ment and by limiting profits; they have won the approval of the 
second by abolishing the organs of working-class advance and by 
making the industrial machine work at full pressure. They have 
won approval from all by making their respective nations feared 
by other nations; and this has been equated with a revival of 
national prestige. And that fear has led to the extension of the 
territories of each nation; with the prospect of continuous profit as 
the result of the extension. Profit offered the hope that, at some 
stage, there would be an increase in the standard of life; as that 
came, it would ensure security for the masses and stability for the 
regime. 

The weakness of the scheme is apparent. It was dependent upon 
conquest without in order to maintain its conquests within. Its 
terror at home was matched by its threats abroad; and those 
threats impelled those whom it menaced to arm against their 
possible implications. I do not need here to summarize the history 
of international relations in the post-war period. The effort of the 
capitalist powers to “appease” Fascism is too well known to need 
detailed analysis. What is clear now from the history of that effort 
is that the purpose of “appeasement” could not possibly have been 
fulfilled. For the price that Fascism would have exacted would 
have left Great Britain and France with problems fatal to the 
maintenance of their own economic well-being; and there is no 
evidence that the surrender would have enabled the Fascist powers 
to accept a policy of peace. For that policy would have meant a 
threat to the authority of their leaders which would have been 
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rapidly fatal to them. Peace would have meant that attention was 
withdrawn from foreign adventure to domestic grievance. It would 
have been necessary for them to confront the problem of the workers’ 
standard of life, of the transformation of a war-economy to a peace- 
economy, and of the claims of the capitalist class for a retui n to less 
rigid controls. They were bound, therefore, as in the case of Ger¬ 
many with a rapidly increasing tempo, to make ever more demands, 
to convince their neighbours, that is, that .1 settled Europe was 
impossible while they remained in power. Once that conviction 
was clear, as it became clear after the seizure of Prague, the only 
question was the incident which would precipitate the catastrophe 
of war. 

What, then, is the essence of Fascism? It is the outcome of 
capitalism in decay. It is the retort of the propertied interests to a 
democracy which seeks to transcend the relations of production 
implied in a capitalist society. But it is not merely the annihilation 
of democracy. It is also the use of nationalist feeling to justify a 
policy of foreign adventure in the hope, thereby, of redressing the 
grievances which are the index to capitalist decay. Wherever 
Fascism has been successful, it has been built upon a protest by the 
business interests against the increased demands of the workers. To 
make that protest effective, the business interests have, in effect, 
concluded an alliance with some outstanding condottiere and his 
mercenaries who have agreed to suppress the workers’ power in 
exchange for the possession of the state. But as soon as the condottiere 
has seized the state, he has invariably discovered that he cannot 
merely restore the classic outlines of capitalism and leave it there. 
Not only has his own army expectations. Having identified himself 
with the state he has to use it to solve the problems through the 
existence of which he has been able to arrive at power. He has no 
real doctrine except his passionate desire to remain in authority. 
His test of good is the purely pragmatic test of success. And he finds 
invariably that success means using the state-power over the nation 
partly to coerce and partly to cajole it into acquiescence in his rule. 
That acquiescence is the sole purpose of, and the sole justification 
for, the methods that he uses, llie only values he considers are 
those which seem likely to contribute to his success. 

He is, in fact, and in the worst sense, Machiavelli’s Prince in 
action. To continue in office, he must destroy the possibility that 
any constitutional procedure may throw him out of office; hence 
he must be a despot of unlimited authority and unlimited tenure. 
But unlimited despotism can only impose itself by fear; hence the 
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rule of law must go, to be replaced by that of terror. But, in its 
turn, terror alone is noi a method which permits of permanent 
power. The despot must therefore discover ways of evoking acqui¬ 
escence in his authority. He can do something by propaganda; 
but the propaganda must be directed to satisfying the variety of 
interests which even a despot must placate. His principles of action, 
for this end, are essentially two in number. The first is the exploita¬ 
tion of national sentiment; he redresses real grievances, he discovers 
imaginary ones for which lie can demand an accounting. But to do 
this, once more, he must be armed. To arm himself means at once 
to dominate the economy of the nation and to minimize the risk 
attendant upon the redress of grievances 'which imply a threat to 
other states; it also means that, by giving the defence forces of the 
state continuous occupation, and an enhanced position in the 
national life, he diminishes the danger that their power may grow 
beyond his control. The second principle is to have no fixed principle 
of social or economic organization, to establish or to relax controls 
not as a permanent feature of the landscape, but in terms of the 
changing necessities he encounters. 

That this second principle has actuated both Mussolini and 
Hitler has been obvious from the policies they have followed. To 
the workers’ complaint of a decline in the standard of life, they 
have been able to reply that they have limited profits and controlled 
the direction of investment, while, at the same time, their rearma¬ 
ment policy has involved full employment. To the employers’ 
complaint that enterprise is no longer free, they are able to respond 
first that, with the destruction of the workers’ organizations, a 
docile labour force has been provided, and, second, that the new 
imperialism of economic penetration and conquest offers the prospect 
of future latifundia to be exploited by the class with the power to 
invest. The army of the dedanses upon whom they relied in their 
march to power are easily satisfied with more or less important 
political and industrial positions which, in each instance, have been 
the road for them to power and pomp and wealth they could not 
otherwise have obtained. 

Much effort lias been expended to discover a philosophy of 
fascism. It is a waste of effort. Fascism is power built upon terror 
and organized and maintained by the fear of terror and the hopes 
to which conquest gives rise. It is the disciplining of society for a 
state of war in which martial law is permanent because the nation 
;s forced to spend any brief period of peace in the preparation for 
w >r. It survives in peace by the intensity of the terror it imposes; 
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it survives in war just to the degree that it is successful in war. Its 
authority depends, in the period of peace, partly upon its power to 
prevent the organization of its opponents, and partly upon the 
expectations of benefit near at hand it is able to arouse. In time 
of war, its authority depends upon the continuous achievement of 
•victories, and the recognition, by the nation, that the price of 
defeat is bound to be heavy. 

There is no philosophy, in short, in Fasctjm in any of the forms 
in which we have known it. All the fustian of doctrine its exponents 
have presented us with reveal themselves, on examination, as pro¬ 
paganda expedients which have no meaning except their power to 
bolster up the particular regime. The doctrine of Nordic superiority 
works in Germany; the doctrine of the Latin genius works in Italy. 
Anti-semitism is the historic weapon of every ruler who needs an 
enemy to exploit and property to distribute; and it is always popular 
with the illiterate masses in a period of economic strain. The 
insistence on the “manifest destiny” of the nation, whether Germany 
or Italy, is, at bottom, simply the search for new sources of wealth 
to be exploited as a means of maintaining acquiescence in the 
regime. Conquest means posts, investments, a market to be politically 
controlled. The attack on the democratic principle necessarily 
follows from the need of the leader to justify his own exercise of 
absolute power. If a constitutive principle in Fascism exists at all, 
it is simply and solely the principle that power is the sole good 
and that values attach only to those expedients which sustain and 
enlarge it. 


Ill 

There is, in fact, nothing in the argument of Fascism which was 
not foreseen by Aristotle in his description of Hellenic tyranny; all 
that is new in its technique is the scale upon which it has been 
applied and the character of the weapons which modern science 
has placed at its disposal. This does not, of course, make any the 
less urgent the problems to which it gives rise. We have to under¬ 
stand why its seizure of power has been possible; we have to under¬ 
stand, also, by what methods it can be destroyed. For in any civilized 
community of nations the necessity for its destruction is axiomatic. 
A system which annihilates all values save that of power, and is 
prepared, without repining, to use war as the natural instrument of 
national policy, must either be destroyed or enslave iqankind. 
There is no middle term between these alternatives. 


G 



REFLECTIONS ON THE REVOLUTION OF OUR TIME 


98 

In a sense, the Fascist conquest of Italy is not surprising. Par¬ 
liamentary government had not been successful there; illiteracy 
was widespread; Italian ideas of expansion were wholly dispropor¬ 
tionate to the actual achievement. The balance of power between 
different classes was nicely poised; quasi-feudal traditions were still 
deeply rooted in the agrarian regions. Italy was seeking to adopt 
the posture of a great power without the resources necessary to its 
maintenance. In the peculiar configuration of European politics, it 
possessed the strength, in 1915 as in 1939, of the blackmailer’s 
position. Given the traditional habits of violence to which centuries 
of misgovemment and alien rule had accustomed it; granted 
further, the inability of its economy to satisfy any class within the 
premisses of capitalist democracy; granted, further, the absence of 
any profound tradition of representative government; the destruc¬ 
tion of internal cohesion by the war and the frustration of its after- 
math made it a likely enough victim for the condottiere of Mussolini’s 
stamp. Italians recognized him without difficulty as the historic 
successor of Cesare Borgia. Parliamentary democracy, barely fifty 
years old, slipped back quite naturally into the position of a curious 
episode between periods of dictatorship. 

But the Nazi conquest of Germany presents profounder problems. 
No nation of the modern time was more literate than the German; 
in educational standards, in perfection of industrial technique, in 
quality of scientific achievement it led, and for fifty years had led, 
the whole world. Its socialist movement was well organized; its 
trade unions seemed firmly based. In intellectual prestige it hardly 
yielded place to France; and the fuller the freedom its citizens 
enjoyed the greater appeared the range of that intellectual prestige. 
That a nation of this calibre should have submitted, practically, 
without a blow, to Hitler and his legionaries is, on any showing, 
startling. That it should have acquiesced not merely in the exile 
of almost all those who had made the German name honoured 
abroad; that its scholars who remained should tamely have sub¬ 
mitted to the imposition of a Byzantine adulation for men and 
methods most of the civilized world united to condemn would have 
been unbelievable if it had not occurred. That a system which had 
never, in times of free choice been able to obtain a majority of the 
electorate was able to insist upon the slavish support of practically 
the whole population is, on any showing, an overwhelming pheno¬ 
menon. And it is not the least remarkable fact of all that acceptance 
of, even devotion to, the new rule and its gospel should characterize 
hundreds of thousands of Germans living among free peoples and 
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devoid of the pressure and inhibitions to which Germans under the 
yoke of Hider were subjected. 

It is tempting, but it is also foolish, to find the explanation in 
the national character of the German people. They like, we are 
told, to be ruled; they instinctively accept the dominating hand: 
.they are made for the habit of obedience. But explanations of this 
kind are too near to that which explains why clocks go by the 
principle of horologity to be satisfactory. 'I ey omit the long effort 
of the German working-class to obtain its freedom. They take no 
account of the fact that Germans abroad do not retain the faculty 
of submissiveness as they move to a climate more favourable to free 
institutions and ideas. They forget the important principle so well 
expressed by Marx when he said that the ruling ideas of a nation 
are the ideas of its ruling class. The idea of innate and unchangeable 
characteristics in a people is an unscientific piece of unedifying 
mythology. To attribute the power of Hitler to innate dispositions 
in Germans which distinguish them from all other species of the 
human kind is not only completely irrational, but it is to prevent the 
consideration of other factors which reduce the problem to intelligible 
proportions. 

As with Italy, much must be attributed to the late achievement 
of national unity, and a good deal to the fact that national unity 
was imposed, in the face of foreign opposition, in large part as the 
outcome of military success. For a century, Germany was a soul 
without a body; the achievement of “bodiliness” was secured only 
by the grim discipline of the sword. Something, too, is the outcome 
of the fact that Germany did not, like France and England, ever 
have a middle-class revolution. Like Japan her industrialization 
was the outcome of an alliance between business men, on the one 
hand, and the army, the aristocracy and the bureaucrats on ihe 
other—an alliance, moreover, in which the business men always 
remained the junior partners. For throughout the imperial period, 
the pivotal positions in the state always remained in the hands of 
the same class that held them in the eighteenth century. Germany, 
until the close of the war of 1914, was, in fact, an eighteenth-century 
state disposing of the power of modem technology; the greatest 
event in its history during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries 
was the revolution which did not happen. 

In a sense, all German history contributes to the failure of 1848. 
Partly, it failed because the alliance between the middle class and 
the workers, which is the condition of a successful bourgeois revolu¬ 
tion, did not occur. Partly, it failed because industrial conditions 
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in pre-imperial Germany were not advanced enough to permit the 
consolidation of the anti-feudal forces into an unbreakable front. 
Partly, again, it failed because the particularism inherent in the 
political structure of Germany made impossible the unity of striking 
power in those who sought great changes which alone could have 
guaranteed success. Empire, unity, economic modernization, all 
these were imposed from above by the very forces against which a 
bourgeois revolution would have been expected. And when the 
new Germany was built in 1871, its opportunities of growth and 
power were set for it in a framework organized and controlled by 
those same forces. Middle-class Germany was given wealth, but 
always on the condition that essential authority remained in the 
hands of those who had governed it in the eighteenth century. They 
retained the power and prestige of the governing class. The purposes 
of the German bourgeoisie were always subject to their purposes. 
And the German bourgeoisie accepted their inferiority in return for 
an immense increase in material well-being. 

The defeat of the empire in 1919 resulted in the alliance of the 
bourgeoisie and the workers to overthrow the prestige of the men 
responsible for the defeat; Versailles imposed a revenge for the 
failure of Frankfurt. But the Weimar Republic never completed the 
revolution it attempted. Partly, it came too late; within the frame¬ 
work of democracy, the day of the middle class was over in Germany 
at the very time that it assumed power. The makers of the Weimar 
Republic, moreover, could not complete the revolution they 
attempted for two reasons. To have done so, firstly, would have 
meant a civil war between the workers and the middle class; for 
that they were psychologically and doctrinally unprepared. They 
could not do it, secondly, because Great Britain and France were 
not prepared to allow its completion through fear of Bolshevist 
infection. They were prepared to see Germany a middle-class and 
constitutional republic on the lines, say, of France; they were not 
prepared to sec it become a workers’ republic. With the terrible 
weapon of the blockade in their hands, they assisted in the birth of 
a Germany which had no chance of survival. 

For the new Germany had not merely the bitter inheritance of 
defeat. It had not merely to win the loyalty of its citizens while it 
endured the ignominy of the occupation and the seizure of the 
Ruhr. It saw vast sections of its middle class reduced to penury by 
the inflation. It encountered long years of mass-unemployment 
which it could not control within the framework of a capitalist 
democracy. Universal suffrage, under that system, was bound to 
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mean that the citizens would use their votes to express above all 
their sense of frustration; the millions of votes that Hitler and the 
Communist Party secured were, above all, an index to the frustra¬ 
tion of that sense. Nor is that all. The makers of the Weimar 
Republic, seeking hastily to improvise a political order which 
would satisfy their enemies, made the intelligible, but profound, 
mistake of entrusting its administration, in d^cnce, in the personnel 
of the civil service and the law, to the men of the old regime who 
hated the new. The one thing that was certain of the main body of 
the officials during the period of the Weimar Republic was their 
disloyalty to it, and their nostalgia for the power and the glory of 
the old empire. Under the Republic, moreover, economic expansion 
was halted, and business men, big and little alike, ceased to have 
faith in a regime which presented them with none of the oppor¬ 
tunities of the old. The (lisarmament imposed by the victors, and 
the loss of the colonies, meant the existence of a considerable class 
of people who had training without opportunity, to whom, there¬ 
fore, the acceptance of the Weimar regime as permanent meant, 
once again, frustration, lhe combination of injured national pride 
with continuous economic misfortune laid the Republic continuously 
open to the assault of its enemies. It was hated by big business 
because it could not provide that expansion the empire had seen; 
it was hated by the officials, military and civil, who had dominated 
the state under the old empire; it was hated by the petit bourgeois 
who saw his economic security disappear in the inflation and the 
great depression; it was hated by millions of workers to whom the 
events of 1919 were no more than an unfulfilled promise they were 
anxious to bring to maturity. 

Hitler is essentially the executioner brought to power to end 
these internal conflicts. To maintain power he had to do three 
things. He had to recover German prestige in the international 
realm. He had to restore the habit of obedience in the civil popu¬ 
lation. He had to provide careers for the thousands of frustrated 
careerists, without security and without principles, who knew only 
that they wanted power and material comfort and could not obtain 
them under the Weimar regime. He attained power because he 
promised all these things and was utterly indifferent to the fact 
that every social group in Germany placed a different interpretation 
upon his promise. Having himself no commitments to,doctrine, 
being, as Mein Kampf made obvious, above everything an oppor¬ 
tunist to whom rational principle was devoid of meaning, he 
achieved power simply in order to maintain power. He could not 
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keep himself in power without terror; he therefore used terror. .He 
needed it partly because, like every frustrated human being, the 
infliction of cruelty was a form of revenge for maladjustment to a 
normal world, and pardy because the creation of impotence, above 
all of abject impotence, in his opponents was the easiest way of 
convincing himself that in fact he possessed power. He needed it, 
also, because, having no doctrine which he could translate into a 
way of life, there was no other method but that of terror by which 
he could impose himself. 

And from this first step, all else has logically followed. Hider 
came to destroy; he did not come to fulfil. There have been dictators 
in the past, like Napoleon, who were the residuary legatees of a 
revolution; they made war, they used terror, but they were the 
missionaries of an idea. Hitler had no idea to propagate except his 
hate of a civilization in which he failed; his genius was that he 
organized into the service of its destruction every element which 
had complaint to make of the social order it established. Having 
used those elements to become its master in Germany, there was 
nothing he could do with his power except to gain more power. 
First, therefore, he had to destroy all opposition within. That 
accomplished, he had to extend his power without for two reasons. 
First, by so doing, he could secure a factitious glory at home; this 
would prevent or, at least, postpone the rise of a new opposition. 
Secondly, the very nature of the regime was a threat to the setded 
arrangements of the outside world. He had to be powerful because, 
sooner or later, he would have to render account to it. To grow in 
power meant that he would become the aposde of militarism. That, 
again, temporarily strengthened his power. It provided work for the 
unemployed, and it satisfied the German tradition that the army 
was the primary element in the state. Since, moreover, he was 
dealing with a world which had grown into the hatred of war, he 
found that his first steps in the international adventure were un¬ 
opposed. This served at once to feed his own ambitions, and to 
prove to his own subjects that the period of servitude to Versailles 
was over ; by the methods of the bully Hitler reawakened in Ger¬ 
many a kind of parvenu national pride. And he harnessed to that 
pride all the skill in organization and power of work for which the 
German people is deservedly famous. He built the most massive 
war-machine in the history of the world. But, having built it, he 
became, inescapably, its prisoner. 

For either he had to stop its operations; in which case he would 
have found himself confronted with the mass-unemployment 
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grievance about which was a vital cause of his rise to power. Or, 
he had to use it, in which case, at some point, war was certain 
since, even if the smaller powers capitulated, like Austria, to his 
threats, it was certain that the great powers would refuse to accept 
his mastery of Europe. But if he stopped his operations, he had to 
have some principle upon which to organize the internal life of 
Germany; and it was grimly clear, both from his own utterances 
and those of his chief lieutenants, that he hud no such principle to 
employ. He had, therefore, to continue the operations of his war- 
machine since peace would have been fatal to his retention of 
authority. It would have revealed the nakedness of his attitude, the 
fact that while he knew the things he hated, he did not know the 
things he loved. He had never been the exponent of a single positive 
idea. He had only fulminated against the authors of German mis¬ 
fortune and insisted that, given power, he could right the wrongs, 
internal and external, from which it suffered, and punish their 
authors. A series of complicated manoeuvres and intrigues had given 
him power. But, beyond the destruction of his enemies, he had 
shown only that he did not know positively what to do with it 
when he had achieved it. Germany was militarily weak; he would 
make it militarily strong. Having accomplished that purpose, he 
had to hew his way to expansion without in the same way that he 
had hewn his way to authority within. And he could use expansion 
as the basis of an assurance to terrorized and half-starved Germans, 
slaving to satisfy the demands of his military machine, that once 
his expansion was complete, they would be rich for ever and might 
hope for a cessation from their toil. 

He had therefore to take the gambler’s throw of war. The real 
brilliance of Hitler’s genius for destruction is most fully seen in the 
external forces he employed in his preparations for it. In these, 
there are three elements upon which emphasis must be laid. There 
is the concealment of the extent and nature of his schemes. There 
is the alliance, part open and part concealed, with movements 
similar to his own in other countries, the use not only of miniature 
Hiders like Henlein and Franco, to undermine the strength of 
his opponents before ever the struggle commenced; and there 
is the degree to which in each nation likely to be involved in the 
struggle against him he used the fears within itself which revealed 
the depths to which the contradictions of capitalist democracy had 
moved. 

His protestation that he wanted only peace profoundly affected 
pacifists to whom any appeasement was better than war. His 
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insistence that the enemy was Bolshevism won him first the interest, 
and then the blindness, of large sections of the privileged classes in 
most of the democracies who feared that the waging of war might 
well be the prelude to a social revolution of which Bolshevism 
would be the residuary legatee. His attacks on “plutodemocracy” 
fell not ungratefully upon the ears of those unthinking socialists to 
whom any war waged by a “capitalist” government must necessarily 
be a “capitalist” war in which the workers could have no interest. 
He was able, in a word, seriously to divide the forces of his opponents 
long before it became necessary to fight them by preying ceaselessly 
upon all the fears which stood in the way of that unity of national 
outlook which modern war necessitates. By these means, he gained 
two immense advantages. In the first place, he had almost six 
years’ priority in the preparation for a struggle in which the full 
use of industrial technology was a fundamental weapon; the size of 
his air force and the number of his tanks is the measure of how 
vital that advantage was. In the second place, he undermined the 
confidence of even the strongest of his enemies in their own cause 
at the point where the power to retain that confidence—as the 
example of France makes clear—was supremely important. He 
undermined, that is, the will of his enemies to resist before ever 
they entered the field. He had made the psychological preparations 
for victory before ever he had entered upon the campaign. 

He had made the psychological and the material preparations for 
victory. Y'et, in making them, he revealed, as in his domestic policy, 
precisely the defect that prevents him from finding that point, in 
all revolutions an essential point, where the processes of coercion 
can be transfoimed into processes of consent. He made the prepara¬ 
tions lor victory, but victory had no purpose save the material 
extension of his power. To win, he had not only to lay Europe 
waste by the ravages of war. To win, he had also to hold down by 
terror all the nations he brought under his dominion. But to hold 
them down by terror meant two fatal things. It meant, first, the 
continuance of militarism, the withdrawal, that is, of immense 
human forces from constructive service to society; and it meant, 
secondly, the transformation of vast masses into corps of economic 
slaves at the cost exacted by slave-labour to those who impose it 
not less than to those upon whom it is imposed. The Hitlerian 
technique, in a word, meant the reduction to impotence and 
poverty of millions who remembered freedom and material well¬ 
being. And there was no compensation for the slavery proposed for 
them except the comforting assurance that it was the necessary 
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condition—disguised as the doctrine of Nordic racial superiority— 
of Hider’s supremacy over Europe. 

I have discussed this development in terms of the Hitler, move¬ 
ment ; in large outline, it applies also to that of Mussolini as well. 
The construction of the Axis is, alter all, nothing more than the 
alliance of two outlaw powers to use war as a means to a victory in 
which they may hope to divide the spoils. Less forcibly and less 
dramatically, the evolution and habits of Mi solini are the evolution 
and habits of Hitler— the difference is only that between the jackal 
and the tiger. Each stands for the failure which seeks to break the 
mould of social forms because he cannot attain success within it. 
Each attracts to himself all the gangster-elements in society. Each 
is able to use the contradictions of the society to arouse hopes 
which provide a road to power. Each, having attained it, does not 
know what to do with it except to maintain his possession of it; 
and each, as ruler of the state, transfers the gangster-methods by 
which he has attained legal power to the consolidation of his 
authority. The prospec t of challenge is met by terror; the inability 
to solve the problems with which possession of the state presents 
each of them is met by crnbaiking upon impelialist expansion. In 
each case, also, the necessities of that expansion involve two things. 
They involve, first, the complete suspension of the ordinary rules of 
international trade, with a consequential worsening of the prospects 
of world international recovery. They involve, secondly, a denial of 
the normal rules of international relations, and the consequential 
acceptance of the crudest methods of power-politics. And the tempo 
of that power-politics is enoimously quickened because the very 
crudity of the methods employed naturally operates to heighten the 
strains and fears implicit in the international system. 

IV 

Civilization depends above all upon two things. It is dependent 
upon the power of reason to extend its empire over the minds and 
habits of men; and, as a function of that power, it is dependent 
upon our ability to replace arbitrary discretion in any man or 
group of men by settled legal principles within the ambit of which 
their conduct must be controlled. It is the fundamental indictment 
of Fascism, whether in its German or in its Italian form, that it is 
in its essence* a denial of the validity of both of these. And, by 
denying them, it defines itself as the enemy of civilization. 

It is the enemy of reason. It is its enemy because it rests upon 
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the insistence that violence without principle is a justifiable method 
of obtaining power. It is prepared to coerce where it cannot convince. 
It regards any doctrine which dissents from its claim to power as 
invalid by reason of its dissent. Fascism therefore contradicts the 
fundamental affirmation of Western civilization in the last four 
hundred years. For its exponents, the strength of a principle is not 
the weight of the verified human experience that it embodies, but 
the massed physical power that it can organize on its side. The 
Nazi who said, “When I hear the word ‘culture/ I reach for my 
gun,” expressed in a single sentence the quintessence of the Fascist 
idea. 

It is the enemy of the rule of law. That has been grimly evident 
in the experience of the Italian state since 1922 and the German 
state since 1933. Each has been built upon arbitrary aggression both 
within and without. Each has refused to submit its claims, whatever 
of substance they may have possessed, to any discussion but the 
sovereign will of which each disposed. The murder of Matteotti, 
planned, as we know, by Mussolini, and the night of June 30, 1934, 
arc examples of that contempt for the rule of law in internal matters 
which has now become the settled routine of each dictator. Difference 
of opinion within the realm is identified with treason when the 
dictator is so minded; the penalty imposed for such difference is a 
matter of his discretion. And to prevent the rise of difference of 
opinion the bat baric apparatus of secret police and concentration 
camp arc used on a scale which makes the cruelty (and the effi¬ 
ciency) of (Jzarist Russia sink into insignificance by comparison. 

The rejection of any settled principles of law in the domestic 
sphere has been more than paralleled by the contempt for treaties 
and the settled rules of international intercourse in the realm of 
foreign relations. The dictators have never failed to break their 
pledged word vs hen they were so minded. They have given the 
most solemn assurances whit h they have broken almost before the 
promise it was hoped they might imply could be discussed. They 
have rarely negotiated without the fact of mobilization in the 
immediate background of their diplomacy. They have openly 
glorified war, and insisted to their peoples that it was the naturd 
way of settling international disputes. The education of the young 
has, both in Italy and Germany, been consciously adapted to serve 
their impeiialhl ambitions. 1 hey have set out to corrupt in whole¬ 
sale fashion the well-springs of opinion in foreign countries. The 
grim pageant of their victims since 1933 is the measure at once of 
the insecurity they have caused and the unlimited ambitions in the 
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service of which they have organized their resources. Assuming—it 
is a large assumption—that after their victory had been won, they 
could agree upon the division of the spoils, it is clear that they 
broadly contemplate a world in which at least Europe and Africa 
are reduced to the condition of immense lalifundia to be exploited 
.in the interest of their authority. 

And let us ceaselessly remember that it will be an exploitation 
without meaning except as it serves that > .terest. What Mussolini 
called “the decaying corpse of liberty** is the index to their view of 
human nature. They have no respect for it; they deny its capacity 
for self-mastery. They believe that the masses are sheep to be used 
for whatever purposes they may determine. They deny the validity 
of any aspiration or belief which threatens their right to power. 
They insist upon a slavish obedience to their will which, at the best, 
makes hypocrites and sycophants, and, at the worst, turns the 
dignity of which man is capable into a fawning imitation of their 
own cruelty. The victory, indeed, of the Fascist idea is the victory 
of the brute in man over his capacity to rise above the level of 
animal instinct. It makes of his intelligence the slave of his ugliest 
passions. 

Efforts have been made by learned men to find the roots of this 
outlook in the metaphysics of famous philosophers. One tells us 
that it comes from Kant; another blames its evil upon the fierce 
nationalism of Fichte; a third tells us that it is Hegel who introduced 
this servile worship of the state-power; yet another insists that the 
poison of Nietzsche’s superman is, as it were, by inheritance in the 
veins of every German. Or we are bidden to note the influence of 
Sorel’s confused mixture of Puritanism and Marx upon the mind of 
Mussolini; there, we are told, and in the voluminous speculations 
of Pareto, are the true sources of Italian Fascism. Others explore 
the philosophy of the German historians; it is Trcitschke or Von 
Sybel, Mommsen with his Caesar-worship, or Droysen, who begat 
this dread temper. 

I believe all such efforts to be wholly mistaken efforts. Fascism, 
in any of its forms, is at bottom a doctrineless nihilism; the attempt 
to provide it with a philosophic basis is the usual attempt of scholars 
to explain, or to provide a pedigree for, something altogether remote 
from serious influence upon its fortunes. It requires no elaborate 
metaphysic to discover why two ambitious men like Hitler and 
Mussolini, unable to find within the confines of an ordered society 
the nourishment for their ambition, should have sought the means 
to reshape its form rather than suffer frustration. It requires no 
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metaphysic, either, to see how they could attract to their banners 
the thousands like-minded with themselves, men who rejected our 
settled ways of behaviour because, within their confines, they had 
no prospect of success or security. Their existence and their ambi¬ 
tions are as simple and as obvious as the existence and ambitions 
of Capone in Chicago or “Dutch Schultz” in New York. They are 
the amoral fringe of any social organization, the men who live by 
breaking the rules because they cannot hope to attain their ends if 
they observe the rules. They do not need a philosophy to justify 
their conduct to themselves. Their practice is the simple one of 
taking what they can if they can get it. They break the law in the 
hope that they may somehow evade or fight their way through its 
penalties. And if the society remains ordered enough to be able to 
impose its will upon them, in the end, they are broken by the law 
they defy. 

The problem lepresented by Hitler and Mussolini is not the 
problem of what they believe—that belief is the underlying habit 
of all social outlaws- but of how they were able in each instance 
to make their belief the code of conduct imposed upon a nation’s 
life. Here I may digress lor a moment to point out that, in any 
profound sense, it is a mistake to regard such men as revolutionaries 
in the sense that Luther and Calvin, Cromwell and Washington, 
Marx and Lenin, were revolutionaries. Men such as these were 
driven by a purpose wider than the end of satisfying themselves. 
1 'hey were seeking to change the behaviour of men in terms of 
principles to which they attached the significance of universality, 
by the acceptance of which they deemed that the world might be 
shaped to a nobler pattern. They were unmoved by their own fate 
in relation to its realization. They were the servants, the priests, as 
it were, of the doctrine they professed, and not its masters. They 
were seeking to make new principles into law by which they them¬ 
selves would be bound not less than their contemporaries; they 
were not seeking to elevate their own private ambitions to the status 
of universal principle. To class such men with Hider and Mussolini 
is to identify the revolutionary with the outlaw. The distinction is a 
fundamental one if the nature of Fascism is to be understood. 

No one would think of making elaborate metaphysical researches 
to discover a doctrinal basis for the habits of Capone or “Dutch 
Schultz.” But if either were to have shot his way to the White House, 
we may be sure that learned men would have appeared to find 
philosophic origins for the habits they imposed upon the American 
people. This is what has happened with Mussolini and Hider. The 
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outlaw has become the state; the outlaw, as state, must provide a 
rationale for his behaviour, for without such a justification its naked 
violence is obvious; and men rarely are long reconciled to habits of 
naked violence. The central problem of Fascism, therefore, is not 
its philosophy, for the simple and sufficient reason that it has none. 
It represents the negation of philosophy, because it represents, 
supremely, the refusal to accept order and law, reason, therefore, 
in the universe it controls. That it can find m. n to seek the provision 
of a philosophy for it is not, indeed, surprising; the Nuremberg 
festival is proof enough that what William James called the “bitch 
goddess Success” will always find votaries at her altar; and if the 
votary’s vocation be learning, he will vow its fruits to her service. 

The central problem of Fascism is a very different one. It is the 
problem of what conditions in a society will enable the outlaw, like 
Mussolini or Hitler, to attempt the seizure of supreme coercive 
power, to make himself, in a word, the state. That is the issue the 
understanding of which alone makes possible our power to deal 
with the problem they confront. For it is clear that the vast majority 
of those who, in Germany, for example, assisted Hitler in his 
achievement of power did not expect the outcome that has occurred, 
or were confident that it would be a different outcome, or believed 
that, if he attained authority, he could be tamed to purposes other 
than his own. That confidence is clear, in Hitler’s case, in men like 
Hugenberg and Thysscn, Rauschning, and even Hindenburg. They 
assisted in the imposition of a legend in which they never believed. 
They created a Frankenstein’s monster which they did not imagine 
could grow out of their control. And what is true of these particular 
men is even more true of the groups who aided him—the Jews who 
thought that subscriptions to his funds would prove the insurance 
of personal protection, the business men who thought that the 
conditions of profitability would be resumed when the trade unions 
had been destroyed, the petit bourgeois shopkeeper who thought 
that he would be freed from the dangerous competition of the 
chain-store, the working-man who was heartened by the promise 
that the tyranny of interest would be destroyed, the soldier who 
yearned for the opportunity to wipe out the shame, as he thought 
it, of Versailles. AH of them, not with unity of purpose, but for 
contradictory purposes, united to serve the outlaw’s ambition. AH 
of them were hypnotized into identifying his ambition with their 
own. AH of them were deluded by the faith partly that, when he 
attained power, he would be their man, partly by the belief that 
what secret fears they ftpBr&4$itibhisl b&bid 'Wofild be dissipate 
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by his experience of responsibility. None of them realized that he 
had no purpose but power. None of them understood the depth of 
his contempt as an outlaw for the hopes they built upon the routine 
to which each of them hoped to confine him. None of them recog¬ 
nized that they were elevating the denial of the rational principles 
of social order into the constitutive principle of government. 

Yet that is what was in truth done by the men who brought 
Hitler and Mussolini to power. The point I want to make is the 
vital one that such an achievement as theirs is only possible in any 
society at an epoch when men no longer have the great ends of life 
in common. It is, in fact, the expression of a society that is hastening 
to dissolution. It means that the power of fear is so much greater 
than the power of hope that the forces of order can no longer 
command assent. The procedures of the society are rejected because 
men can no longer agree upon, the ends for which they shall be 
used. Respect for the law is dying because there is no longer a 
common faith in the purposes of the law. Each group in the society 
sees those interests threatened which it identifies with its ultimate 
good. Its sense of security has gone. Its familiar routine, the tradi¬ 
tions and habits by which it lives, seem in jeopardy. It feels that it 
has lost its anchorage; it is on a voyage to a possible destination 
which it regards with suspicion and foreboding. It does not know 
what should be done; it feels wildly and deeply that something 
must be done. If the group is on the Right, it becomes convinced 
that the traditional state-wisdom has broken down and that only 
strong executive authority can save it; if it is of the Left, it has a 
similar conviction, but it demands a remaking of the state, a trans¬ 
valuation of all values. Each group denies the premisses of its rivals; 
each comes to regard them as incompatible with the public peace. 
Or, rather, each regards a public peace which permits its rivals to 
function as a condition it is not worth while to preserve. 

The society, in fact, is in a state of civil war; the power of the 
state to impose its routine has broken down. The authority of the 
outlaw has become formidable enough not merely to compete with 
that of the normal political - groups; it is in a position to challenge 
that of the state itself. For it has, as the experience of both Hitler 
and Mussolini makes clear, so undermined the traditional authority, 
so allied itself, even, to the forces upon which that authority depends, 
that it seems almost natural to call in the outlaw to restore the 
classic relation between state and subject. And he is called in to 
achieve that restoration by men who believe that he will be the 
willing instrument of purposes that are in fact contradictory. Given 
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power, he can only maintain it by a clean sweep of the rules. Given 
power, he can do nothing with it except impose himself. His first 
need is to be supreme; and the first condition of his supremacy is 
the satisfaction of the fellow-outlaws whom he controls, and upon 
whose support he is dependent. His second need is to destroy any 
possible source of dangerous opposition. Such a source will clearly 
be any group in the society the purposes of which do not coincide 
with his own. And since, in any profound way, the only group 
whose purposes are his are his own mercenaries, the outlaws whom 
he has shaped into an army, it is that group alone to which he can 
give his confidence. 

The problem then becomes the problem of being able to recognize 
when a society has ceased to have the great ends of life in common; 
that, 1 have suggested, is the moment when the outlaw can seize 
the state. The answer, 1 think, is that a society reaches this point 
when its relations of production are in contradiction with its forces 
of production. That contradiction produces a situation, when the 
operations of the state are no longer able to satisfy so large a part 
of its citizens that their obedience to its orders is constantly in 
doubt. There are strikes, riots, demonstrations, a continuous dis¬ 
turbance of the peace, a sense of general malaise and frustration. 
Demands are made on all sides which appear outrageous to those 
upon whom they are made. We have known such periods before— 
the Reformation, the French Revolution, 1848. Each of them has 
been accompanied by war and revolution. Each of them resulted, 
in a new equilibrium between the relations of production and the 
forces of production. Each of them, by reason of that new equili¬ 
brium, was followed by a renovation of authority, a power suffi¬ 
ciently to satisfy established expectations that the habit of obedience 
to the implications of law could be reaffirmed. In each case, the 
new equilibrium coincided—a matter of vital importance— with an 
expansion of productive power. That expansion made it possible to 
admit of the conference of a new standard of life, a new sense of 
power and well-being upon those who were not only clamouring, 
but showed themselves prepared to fight for it. '1 he state-power is 
now deemed to be devoted to purposes which command a general 
approval. The society feels again that its members generally have 
the great ends of life in common. Fear gives place to hope, the 
adoption of new values gives a new exhilaration to the social 
adventure. 

In any long-term sense, 1 do not think this can occur when the 
outlaws capture the state. For having no philosophy, they have no 
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road along which they can move to permanent relationships of 
peace. They have to make civil war permanent within in order to 
maintain their power; they have to make international war per¬ 
manent without in order to prevent their defeat in that civil war. 
For, very rapidly, it is discovered by most of the groups through 
whose illusions they have come to power that they have not, in any 
real sense, restored law and order, since permanent terror is not its 
restoration. The necessity of terrorism means that they cannot 
discover the conditions of economic expansion. That, obviously 
enough, depends upon exactly that sense of security and confidence 
which terrorism, by its own immanent logic, is compelled to deny. 
Men arc afraid, afraid of their rulers, afraid of their neighbours, 
afraid, even, of themselves and their thoughts. They never know 
what the morrow may bring forth. They dare not trust one another; 
they arc not trusted from without; they know by grim experience 
that their outlaw-rulers have no bonds of loyalty to each other. 
Their governance has become that bellum omnium contra omnes in 
which the vital sense is lost that successfully to govern a people the 
rulers must not drive it before them but persuade it to follow in the 
path they tread. 

There cannot be economic expansion where there is Fascism. Its 
internal direction of its own economic life means the wholesale 
misuse of national resources for rearmament. Its control of the 
whole process of production and foreign trade to that end means, 
necessarily, the organized blocking of the channels of international 
trade. Fascism has meant, in the pre-war period, the continuous 
lowering of the standard of life for its own people. With the out¬ 
break of war, as its lorces have moved forward, the inevitable trail 
of destruction and devastation have followed in its wake; and the 
shadow of wholesale famine stalks grimly behind it. For the peoples 
whom it conquers, the future holds no prospect but forced labour 
at low wages in service to the Fascist military effort. If it were 
ultimately to prevail, those peoples obviously must continue to serve 
that effort; for it would be necessary to maintain and munition 
great armies of occupation to hold down the populations deprived 
of freedom. Clearly, in such a situation, the conditions of economic 
expansion arc also absent. For the effect of a low standard of life 
among the enslaved peoples will obviously be a general shrinkage 
of international trade. That will have its effect even upon the 
societies outside the ambit of Fascist control—on the United States, 
for instance, and on Japan. To safeguard themselves, they will be 
driven to take protective measures in defence of their home- 
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markets—a step which will reduce still further the volume of com¬ 
mercial intercourse. Even if, in short, Fascism is able to organize 
the tciritories it conquers as latifundia for itself, the grim condition 
of that achievement is the prevention of the power to expand. The 
necessary consequence of Fascism, wherever it imposes itself, is an 
economics of increasing scarcity lor the masses who become, through 
terror, the slaves of their rulers. 

From this, I think, two conclusions are t^ be di awn. The first is 
the simple conclusion that to placate the outlaw is not a genuine 
renovation of the state-authority but a postponement of the effort 
to efife< t it. The gunman does not exact an obedience that builds a 
rule of law'; he reduces society to a vast conspiracy in which no 
one is safe. For even the outlaw depends upon his power to cajole 
and coerce the fellow-outlaws upon whom he immediately depends; 
his tyranny depends upon his power to shoot lirst. He lives only by 
being successful; the moment failure dogs his footsteps, his power 
to terrorize is in jeopardy. That is why no dictator has ever been 
able to afford a serious defeat. That is why, also, the moment he 
is uncertain of his direction, what arc remembered arc his crimes 
and not his achievements. That is why, again, he cannot determine 
the succession to himself. Because his power has no purpose except 
the satisfaction of his ambition, it can only endure by a permanent 
ability to triumph over competing ambitions. And because it is not 
based on any philosophy save that of tenor, it is certain to release 
those competing ambitions the moment it is doubtful where and 
when to strike. 

The second conclusion, though more complicated, is, I think, 
none the less certain. It is that Fascism is a contradiction of the 
objective movement of history. It is, as it were, a moment of arrest 
in its course; it is not an assistance to its fulfilment. Were it the 
latter, it would increase, as each new equilibrium between the 
relations and the forces of production has increased, the standard 
of living and man’s power over nature. As I have sought to show, 
Fascism cannot do this by the very nature of its end. For it empha¬ 
sizes in behaviour all the elements adverse to productive capacity. 
It disturbs peace; it is inimical to law; it destroys confidence; it is 
hostile to security. It is, indeed, itself the epitome of destruction. 
Since it comes as the denial of all values, it cannot harness the 
effort of men to any continuous purpose. Since it is the enemy of 
reason, every discovery save those which increase the forces of 
destruction is its enemy too. It cannot permit to men the luxury of 
thought, since consent and freedom are the necessary mental climate 
H 
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in which thought alone can be possible. Its whole atmosphere is 
that of terror; its chief votaries even are permanent conspirators 
watching at every turn for the felon’s blow that may ruin them. It 
cannot build a society in which the principles of organization will 
seem to the masses to be just, for, in the long run, a regime is only 
recognized as just where established expectations are fulfilled, 
and the condition of that fulfilment is the presence of precisely that 
security which Fascism denies. 

I believe, therefore, that Fascism, in both its German and its 
Italian forms, is a passing, and not a permanent, phenomenon in 
history. It could win purpose only by developing a philosophy; but, 
by so doing, it would cease to be Fascism. The reasons for expecting 
its ultimate defeat are powerful ones. Psychologically, men cannot 
live continuously in the strain and at the tempo that totalitarian 
systems require. Fascism throws them too grimly out of the private 
routine in which most of them wish to pass their existence. Its need 
to occupy them with continuous sound and fury is necessary to 
itself; it prevents them from the chance of that thought against 
which it must always be on guard. But it must be able, if they are 
to accept the strain it imposes, to make them believe in its capacity 
to assure peace; and, in the long run, the only way to create that 
belief is actually to assure peace. We know only too well from past 
historic experience that no government can impose either permanent 
war or permanent terror, even when either is built upon an idea; 
the histories of Napoleon and of Robespierre are the proof of that. 
Any system of coercion must, after a period, transform itself into a 
system of consent if it is to survive. 

But every system of consent in modern history has required a 
faith as its basis that men can accept; and the roots of that faith 
arc its ability, as a going economic concern, to satisfy the wants it 
encounters. This, again by its own inherent nature, Fascism is 
unable to do. It is not, indeed, interested in doing so; for a people 
that was satisfied would not submit to a government of outlaws. 
And anyone who examines the conditions of its rise to power will, 
I think, be convinced that this is the case. It divided the nations 
upon which it imposed itself less by the “offer of a positive pro¬ 
gramme than by its capacity to set one hate against another among 
groups of men either afraid of the future or devoid of hope about 
its outcome. It persuaded those of its supporters who were not 
directly of its armies that it was not what they suspected it of being. 
It commanded, no doubt, even after it had come to power, a certain 
respect for its audacity and a certain admiration for its successes. 



THE MEANING OF FASCISM 


1 15 

But it is, I suggest, notable that those who announced this respect 
or admiration, whether native citizens or visiting foreigners, were 
always careful, where it was safe, to dissociate themselves from the 
inner essence of the Fascist regime. They disliked the persecution 
of the Jews; they turned their faces away from the concentration 
. camps; they sought to persuade themselves that the instant demand 
would in fact be the las*. They were looking, in a word, for the 
dawn of normality; they knew that their li v« were not worth living 
under conditions which denied all meaning to the most elementary 
principles of civilized living. The subjects of a Fascist state, no 
doubt, could not break its hold so long as it was continuously 
successful and so long as a common fear united their outlaw leaders 
in the common conspiracy of power. But if there was a halt to 
success? If conditions developed in which Balbo out-generalled 
Mussolini in the struggle for power, or Goering doubted the need 
to play second fiddle to Hitler? The Fascist leaders stood always 
poised on the steepest abyss, with death as the penalty for taking 
one mistaken step. Matteotti lost in 1924; but there will be new 
Matteottis once Mussolini makes a wrong move. Hitler defeated 
Roehm on the bloody night of June 30th; but there will be new 
Roehms once the leader is suspected of faltering. 

They came to power in Rome and Berlin because the conditions 
of social unity had been lost; and they had been lost because 
national and economic failure combined to make men more aware 
of their differences than of their identities. They held power in a 
Europe that could, in their earlier phases at least, have broken 
them but was unwilling to do so because the price of their destruc¬ 
tion was war. They were not believed to be outlaws by men who 
deliberately refrained from their examination of their habits for two 
reasons. First, they retained a confidence that those habits might 
be tamed; that is the history of the policy called “appeasement.” 
Second, in each appeasing state the interests predominantly destroyed 
by Fascism were interests the implications of which troubled the 
appeasers in their own communities. And if they sought the over¬ 
throw of Fascism, what would come in its place? They regarded 
communism as its residuary legatee; and most of them, the pro¬ 
fessional representatives of privilege, regarded that alternative as 
even more deadly than the outlaws. For communism, they knew, 
was in very truth a philosophy, and for over twenty years they had 
striven vainly to build a Chinese wall about it. Their hope was 
either that Fascism and communism—to them twin outlaws—would 
destroy one another; or that they could throw enough to it to 
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persuade it to responsibility. When it became evident that they 
could do neither, Fascism had become so strong that they were 
themselves in jeopardy. For having no doctrine but power, being 
compelled to move in an ever faster tempo, the Fascist leaders, in 
order to maintain themselves, were bound to look for spoils pro¬ 
portionate to the difficulties of their problems. Those spoils were 
available only in the empires of those nations which, at the outset, 
would have been able to overthrow the outlaws. They saw too late 
that they were the inevitable victims of the outlaws’ ambitions. 

The reason for that lateness of insight is clear enough. Those who 
described the nature of Fascism to them were the very men who, 
in their own communities, were seeking to deprive the “appeasers” 
of political power. And the object of that deprivation was, avowedly, 
a re-definition of class-relations in their communities. But, to the 
“appeasers” a re-definition of class-relations was as great an evil as 
any they could perceive. It meant that they would have to forgo 
time-honoured privileges. It meant the extension of the idea of 
democracy beyond that purely political sphere in which they had 
so far been able mainly to confine its operations. It made that 
marriage between the idea of liberty and the idea of equality 
against which they had always taken profound objection. Their 
difficulty was that, though many of them disliked, and even despised, 
the methods of Fascism, they were, on the whole, not discontented 
with its disciplining of the workers by the destruction of their 
defcncc-mcchanisms such as the trade unions. In the blinding light 
of war, it is interesting to look back upon the eulogies lavished by 
eminent men on the Fascist handling of labour. Statesmen of 
distinction wrote as though the absence of industrial unrest in 
Italy, for instance, meant that Mussolini had solved the labour 
problem there. 1 The connection of that absence with the general 
need of the outlaws to suppress all possible questioning of their 
power was not perceived until the advance of Fascist power 
threatened the imperial interests those statesmen were concerned to 
safeguard. Then, of course, it was too late, for the stage was already 
set for conflict. 

Fascism, in fact, has revealed, in its evolution, that as capitalist 
democracy loses its power to expand, its business men, and those 
whose interest is affiliated to them, will reject the claims of democracy 
as soon as these are seriously put forward. They reject them for the 
reason that Tocqueville predicted over a century ago. “The people,” 
he wrote, 2 “had first endeavoured to help itself by changing every 

1 Cf Lord I.loyd, The British Cast (1939L * Recollections , p. 99 
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political institution, but after each change it found that its lot was 
in no way improved, or was only improving with a slowness quite 
incompatible with the eagerness of its desire. Inevitably, it must 
sooner or later discover that what held it fixed in its position was 
not the constitution of the government, but the unalterable laws 
that constitute society itseli; and it was natural that it should be 
brought to ask itself if it had not both the p* vver and the right to 
alter those laws, as it had altered all the rest?” Tocqueville saw 
that the system of private property was what he termed the “prin¬ 
cipal obstacle to equality among men/’ and that it was the logic of 
univeisal suffrage in a capitalist democracy that the masses should 
seek to use their political power tor the socialization of the means 
of production. Confronted by this logic, the business men turned to 
the outlaws foi relief from the pressure of democracy. The outlaws 
were prepared for the alliance. It was an offer of power; what use 
of it, they themselves would determine. 

For it is pretty certain that the business interests which made 
their secret alliance with Fascism were hardly less deceived by the 
outlaws than those disappointed and didasse sections of the masses 
which believed that they caught the echo of their own experience 
and hopes in its slogans. They assumed that they would at least be 
partners; they found that they were subordinates who could only 
control the outlaws by defeating the very purpose for which they 
were brought to power. They therefore accepted their position; but 
they found, in its acceptance, that they were then at the mercy of 
their new masters. For, naturally enough, just because they were 
outlaws, their new masters had no more respect for individual 
owners of property than their socialist opponents had for the 
capitalist system. More: they might share the privileges of property 
with its ownersL. But they had also to keep the masses quiet in order 
to protect themselves in their new role of the state. That involved 
them, as I have shown, in a massive policy of rearmament, on the 
one hand to purchase the support of the army by offering it new 
prospects of glory, and, on the other, to deal with that large-scale 
unemployment resentment about which had provided them with so 
large a part of their opportunity. The business interests, in this 
situation, had either to revolt or to follow the new outlaws wherever 
they might lead. The first choice was a hopeless adventure, since 
they were simply leaders without an army; the fate of Hugenberg 
and Thyssen showed how easily their opposition could be dealt 
with. They therefore took the inevitable course of following their 
outlaw leaders on that path which led inevitably to war. And at its 
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end, the vista they confronted was a victory in which there would 
be a new Europe, indeed, but one racked by famine and devasta¬ 
tion, and the ultimate certainty of revolt among the conquered, 
conditions, in fact, incompatible with the economic recovery they 
sought; or they confronted the danger of defeat in which their 
utter destruction was inevitable. For the one thing that is certain 
is the fact that the defeat of the outlaws will bring down in ruin 
the interest? which have acquiesced in their reckless gamble. 

They who sought a peace found only the certainty of war; that 
is the real lesson of the triple alliance between privilege, the army, 
and the outlaws, by which it was sought to avoid the implications 
of democracy. It was an inevitable outcome. The psychological 
foundations of an ordered society are rooted in the belief of the 
masses that they enjoy social justice. When they lack that belief, 
their rulers must either make concessions to them or make war 
upon them. Their rulers chose the latter course. But war means 
tyranny, and that is psychologically acceptable only in the drama 
of foreign war. The decision to place Mussolini and Hitler in power 
may have seemed, when it was made, the disciplining of the masses 
to the purposes of capitalism; it was, in fact, the execution of 
bourgeois society. For it placed it in a state of siege; thereby it 
revealed the depths of corruption inherent in any order built, like 
bourgeois society, centrally upon the acquisitive principle. It ended 
the possibility of security; it made terror king. It therefore abolished 
at a stroke the relevance to action of all the acquired wisdom and 
ethic of the bourgeoisie. They were helpless before men with no 
values at all, as they had been unimaginative with those who 
doubted the validity of their values. Unable to confront the de¬ 
sirability of sacrifice, they organized the assassination of their 
opponents without the insight to see that they were, at the same 
time, organizing their own destruction. For the men to whom they 
entrusted their fortunes had no interest in their fate save as it 
served their own greed for power. Unwilling to experiment with 
social justice, the vested interests of Germany and Italy became the 
bondsmen of the enemies of civilization. 


V 

There arc two minor points upon which it is worth while to 
dwell. There is a special interest in the means by which Fascist 
leadership in Germany and Italy, especially in the former country, 
has sought to obtain its psychological hold upon the masses whom 
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it controls. It is an interesting combination of habits variously 
derived. Part of it is built upon the religious impulse—worship of 
and utter surrender to, the leader is made into a cult comparable 
in its outward expression of intensity only to the fanaticism of the 
historic religions. Hitler, for instance, is the especially chosen of 
God; he is infallible; he is omniscient; he is the father of his people, 
lie is not bound by the laws of men; special insights are com¬ 
municated to him. He is surrounded by his ii aer circle of followers, 
whose power is a function of his own magic He may be as brutal 
as Goering, as snakelike as Himmler, as treacherous as Goebbels, 
as pornographic as Streicher; whatever the defects in him that the 
ordinary man may be tempted to recognize, are compensated for 
by his recognition from, and devotion to, the leader. He becomes a 
semi-sacred person, not to be judged by ordinary standards. He is 
half-ruler, half-priest, deified in his own lifetime, spoken of in terms 
of an adoring adulation it is sacrilege to doubt. 

It is not, I think, blasphemous to suggest that it has been the 
deliberate effort of the Nazi party to make of Hitler in a real sense 
a god to the people; with, of course, the inference that all officials 
of the party have a special charismatic character since they are set 
apart from ordinary men by delegation from the Godhead. The 
officials, as the peculiar dialect of their speeches makes clear, have 
all at least the capacity to express themselves as missionaries of a 
faith the power of which is beyond human ken. And because it is 
such a power, because its origin is wrapped in a divine mystery, it 
is not subject to the scrutiny of ordinary rational processes, nor 
would it be fitting for it to be controlled by ordinary democratic 
procedure. The emphasis has the advantage that nothing needs be 
explained. To do right is to obey; to do wrong is to doubt the 
wisdom of the leader or of his delegate. And because the sanction 
of obedience is the leader’s mystical character, the punishment for 
disobedience need not be rational either; hence, for example, the 
acceptance of so tremendous a penalty as the purge of Roehm and 
his colleagues. 

But alongside this attempt to impose an almost ecstasy of religious 
devotion, there is another not less interesting side. The leader must 
be immensely above his followers, but he must be also one with 
them and of them; distance must not interfere with the sense of 
intimate communion. So that the leader, who is godlike, is also of 
common clay. He is the little man who failed in the “plutode- 
mocracy” he came to supplant, so that all the little men who failed 
under that social order may recognize themselves in him. His 
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doubtful war record develops epic proportions, so that he almost 
becomes, as it were, the unknown soldier; and every man who took 
part in the last war, or takes part in this, knows that the leader 
feels and shares his dangers. He that was nothing has become 
everything by devotion to the glory of his country; and the inference 
the common man is asked to draw is that if only he will emulate 
that devotion, immense opportunity knocks at his door. 

There can be little doubt that this contributes, especially in the 
atmosphere of war, an immense elan and exhilaration to the regime. 
Men who are not set in their ways can feel that membership of an 
Hite is continuously open to them; if not everyone has the marshal’s 
baton in his knapsack, school teachers can become cabinet ministers, 
a gymnastic instructor can become a district leader, a former lock¬ 
smith is the gauleiter of Norway. Pa^ty organization immensely 
stimulates the hope of dramatic opportunity which knows no 
bounds to its power; there were seven hundred thousand political 
leaders in Germany just before the conquest of Austria, each hoping 
to climb upwards. Something of the log cabin legend of the American 
presidency is woven, in a far more intense degree, into the system; 
and when it is remembered that these opportunities knock, above 
all, at the door of the young, they are bound to exert an immense 
attraction. In 1935, over thirty-five per cent of the Nazi party was 
under thirty years of age; almost twice the percentage of that age- 
group in the Social Democratic party in 1931. 1 And, in large part 
technical or administrative qualifications are not exacted for the 
post of leader. Twenty per cent of them were chosen because they 
took part in the party struggles before its arrival at power; they 
were mostly recruited from those who could not find secure occupa¬ 
tion under the Weimar regime. For many of the rest, the supreme 
test of fitness is the proof of capacity for a blind obedience to orders; 
the reflective type who argues, who has a point of view of his own, 
is suspect. The object, indeed, of the party’s training schools is to 
breed a type of cynical fanatic, to whom morality consists solely in 
the power to be loyal to the leader; a type comparable in character 
to the gangster’s bodyguard in New York or Chicago. 

That is the central fact we must continually bear in mind: the 
outlaws’ machine of domination is modelled in the image of their 
own amorality. It gives power devoid of principle to thousands who 
have had no experience of responsibility. It legitimates for them, in 

1 On the composition of the Nazi party, sec an admirable article by Ham 
Gerth, in the American Journal of Sociology , vol. 45, p. 517, to which I am much 
indebted. 
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their own eyes, the use of terror and violence as methodj of con¬ 
trolling the lives of private citizens. The absence of any principle in 
the operations of power confers upon those to whom it is entrusted 
a sense of boundless horizons within their reach. It satisfies vanity, 
which is rationalized by every sort of pressure and personal interest 
into the performance of duty. It frees them from dependence upon 
the historic values, pardv by its skill in associating these with past 
failures of the German people, and partly by the proof it can offer 
that those values do not pav. Men become accustomed to the 
medium in which they work; there are thousands of younger 
members in the Nazi movement to whom the ways of rational 
persuasion as a method of government are completely unknown. 
They have been taught by experience that they are entitled to what 
they can get; the only certificate of legitimate action they know is 
that it should be successful action. They have been schooled to 
regard violence as virility; they therefore assume that doubt and 
argument are the signs of weakness. They learn from the world into 
which they have been absorbed that the world is theirs for the 
taking, and that the only limit to their right is the might they can 
deploy. The more fully they give themselves to this creed, the more 
hope they have of fulfilling their ambition. And since they live in 
a constant stream of indoctrination which insists that criticism of 
the creed is enmity to the state; since they know that those who 
venture this criticism are the men under whom Germany was weak 
and defeated, since, too, they see that, under its present rulers, it 
has scored staggering military and diplomatic successes, it is not 
really surprising that they should accept the indoctrination to 
which they are subjected. 

And to all this must be added the immense and elaborate ritual 
to which the general population is subject—the endless meetings, 
parades, the vast armies of workers under disciplined control, whose 
effort is subordinated to the outlaws’ purpose. All of it is calculated, 
let us add not seldom brilliantly calculated, to break down the 
resistance of the common man to its appeal. Most of us, anyhow, 
are conformists; it takes a courage it is difficult to exaggerate to 
step outside the ranks of an army with flags flying and victories to 
report. It takes even more courage when the penalty for stepping 
outside is death. The legend of the outlaws is bound to be successful 
until it becomes plain that there arc those who will fight to the 
death for its exposure. And that fight must be organized if it is to 
have its chance. The lone voice which make* its protest, above all 
if it comes from abroad, has no chance of being heard as long as 
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it is drowned in the clamour of applause the outlaws organize 
upon their own behalf. Only the extraordinary man will listen to 
catch the accent of protest in such an atmosphere unless it forces 
itself upon his attention. And it cannot so force itself unless it has 
the strength at its disposal to challenge the power of the outlaws to 
impose their authority. Only, that is, as they are broken as a govern¬ 
ment, is there the prospect that their power will fade. 

All this means, I think, that the breakdown of Fascism depends 
upon one of two factors. There must be its external defeat; or there 
must be that internal confusion produced by conspiracy which is 
staged at that focal point when fatigue and insecurity have provoked 
widespread disillusion. But the second of these possibilities is itself 
the consequence of defeat, since a successful challenge to the 
authority of a state can only be made when the failure of its leaders 
is evident to a large number of their subjects. For the essence of 
Fascist practice is to break the will of those who seek to resist it; 
and that will can only recover its resolution to go on opposing 
when it discovers the prospect of success. Otherwise, it sinks into 
that apathy of despair which is the very condition the outlaws seek 
to promote; a people in despair obeys the orders it receives. Re¬ 
sistance comes with anger, and anger is provoked by the recognition 
which, with a myth, only defeat can confer, that the legend men 
have been accepting is proven to be false. 

Here, clearly enough, all the evidence points to the necessity of 
external defeat. It does so for two reasons. In the first place, the 
fact that Mussolini has been in power for over twenty and Hitler 
for over ten years, makes it obvious that no sort of Blanquist con¬ 
spiracy can be effective against cither. Granted the technical means 
of control at their disposal, it is an obvious condition of their internal 
overthrow that they should not be able to rely upon the obedience 
of the army. But it is also obvious that each of them has, so far, 
been able to retain that allegiance by making the army career one 
of the supreme sources of distinction in the state; the army would 
risk that distinction by turning upon the outlaws. And without its 
support, any other conspiracy has not only but little chance of 
success, but runs the risk even of strengthening the regime by 
failure, since failure only deepens the despair of those who look for 
conspiracy, and the apathy of the general population. A conspiracy 
which fails intensifies the power of the Nazi myth by proving that 
it has the continued power to triumph over its enemies. 

To succeed, this is to say, a conspiracy against Fascism, whether 
in its Italian or its German form, must be more than a conspiracy; 
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it must be a movement. It must be able to throw into disrepute 
and doubt the whole mythology and apparatus of Fascism. To do 
so, it must be able to demonstrate its weakness, to arouse the con¬ 
viction among, not only those who have the courage actively to 
oppose it, but, even those who passively acquiesce in the imposition 
.upon themselves of its power, that its authority is in process of being 
undermined. My own view is clear that while the Fascist powers 
were at peace, this could only have been d< le by making it defini¬ 
tively clear that they could not have their way by aggression. It 
would have been necessary, that is, to reverse the fatal policy of 
“appeasement” that was followed up to Munich, and even beyond; 
when it was reversed, after Maich 1939, it was already too late, 
partly because Fascism had then organized the material resources 
that it believed to be proportionate to the gamble for which it was 
prepared, and partly because its record of successes up to that time 
had organized also, both at home and even abroad, the psycho¬ 
logical foundations necessary for the adventure. The main bulk at 
least of the German people accepted the idea of Hitler’s invincibility; 
and in the countries with which war was by then rapidly becoming 
inevitable important sections of opinion were ready to believe that 
his strength made any reasonable sort of peace better than war. 
Their defeatism, as the experience of France was to show, was 
profound, and it was built upon the failure to recognize that waging 
war upon Fascism meant mobilizing against it the spiritual forces 
of democracy. But that mobilization, in its turn, implied a need to 
recognize that privilege must show itself capable of great sacrifices 
in the material sphere. Too many of the privileged were doubtful 
of this need. They wanted victory; but they did not understand the 
price they must pay for it. And some of them, at least, as, again, 
the experience of France made clear, were not prepared for victory 
on those terms. 

If this analysis be correct, it follows that the defeat of Fascism is 
necessarily consequent upon its military defeat. That alone can 
break the legend of its invincibility. That alone can put its immense 
mythology in the perspective which exhibits its real nature. I do 
not mean by military defeat simply victory in the field, though I 
think this is of vital importance. I mean by it the ability to produce 
by the depth of the resistance Fascism encounters first the doubt 
whether the promises of its leaders can be fulfilled, and, following 
upon that, the increasing realization that because those promises 
are unfulfilled, its defeat is a prospect seriously to be weighed. 
That, as I think, is the only situation which can at once break the 
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submission of the masses to the outlaws, and, on the other, induce 
within the ranks of the outlaws themselves that distrust and dis¬ 
loyalty which they always feel to one another, but which, while 
they are successful, they are able to overcome. Just as Capone and 
“Dutch Schultz” can always impose themselves upon their mer¬ 
cenaries so long as they can evade or defeat the law, just, also, so 
soon as the law asserts itself, their hold upon their followers vanishes, 
so, also, with Hitler and Mussolini. The machine-gun compels so 
long as there are not more massive machine-guns in action against 
it; trickery and deception succeed as long as it is not willed that 
they shall cease to succeed. Persuade the peoples of Italy and 
Germany that, under Mussolini, they have no prospect of the full 
victory they promise, even more, that they are likely to bring upon 
their people the certainly of defeat, and there is then loosed in 
those countries those movements of opposition they have coerced 
by terrorism into passivity. The law is vindicated, internationally 
not less than nationally, by the certainty that it will not permit 
itself to be violated. And at the stage of Fascist evolution we have 
now reached, this means the military defeat of those who control 
its development. The conflict that Fascism has been driven by its 
essential nature to stage permits of no alternative. It must conquer 
or be defeated. Civilization tan no more remain part free part 
gangsterizec! than the United States could have remained half 
slave, half free. There are ways of life the fulfilment of which 
admits of no compromise with its opposite; Fascism is one of them. 
It is the rising of the underworld against the habits of an ordered 
cosmos. Its significance lies, above all, in its determination to 
destroy the values which, however inadequately, that ordered 
cosmos is seeking to realize in the individual lives ol its citizens. 

VI 

Fascism, I have said, is the rising of the underworld. That it 
should have the capacity to rise is already important evidence that 
a whole epoch in human history is drawing to its close. For the 
very fact that it would not merely rise but impose its authority on 
so large a part of European civilization is itself the proof of a fatal 
weakness in its structural foundations. It is the proof that the rulers 
who invoked the aid of the outlaws cared more for their privileges 
than for the values the social system was seeking to realize; or, 
perhaps better, that they made the cardinal error of identifying 
their privileges with the preservation of those values. It is the proof 
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that a social system which in the last analysis bound man to man 
by the purely material relation of the cash-nexus was inadequate to 
the ends that it had in view. 

For, obviously, to have reached this pass, it must have been tom 
by a central contradiction. The civilization whirii arose from the 
breakdown of the medieval world has lasted roughly for four 
hundred years. What the v r ar with Fascism reveals is how fragile 
were the foundations of its spiiitual unity, i, id these were fragile 
for the simple reason that the professed purposes of European 
civilization were always in large part denied by its actual achieve¬ 
ment. Its validity, as a going concern, depended upon its power to 
satisfy, and constantly to elevate, the common man. But it was 
prepared to do this only on the condition that his elevation left 
unhampered the privileges of its ruling class. It made concessions to 
the common man; it never sought effectively to place him in 
power. On the contrary, its whole predominant ethos is set in terms 
of the fear of its rulers of what might happen to themselves if he 
were called to power in society. He remained poor, in considerable 
degree uneducated, in large part prohibited from that organization 
which would enable him to make his wants effective. In periods of 
well-being, his rulers gave him concessions; in a wholesale way, 
they never gave him justice. In periods of economic expansion, 
they were able to contemplate the edifice they had built with some 
confidence in its power to endure. But in periods of economic 
contraction their policy was built always upon their fear and not 
upon their hopes. 

They were prepared to accept democracy so long as they were 
not alarmed by its demands. But they were suspicious of its claims 
the very moment they were thrown into that alarm. When it came 
to the point where they had to choose between their privileges and 
democracy, it was their privileges they sought to preserve. And they 
called in the outlaws to preserve them exactly as a great American 
business corporation calls in its army of guards and thugs and 
agents-provocateurs 1 to prevent the growth of trade unionism among 
their workers. They had themselves used their political power to 
shape the law to their own purpose; they thought it unreasonable 
that the masses should do likewise. But what they meant by “un¬ 
reasonableness” was the affirmation of a way of life which denied 
their permanent title to power. When they feared that their title 
was in jeopardy they preferred the risk of alliance with the outlaws 
to the possibilities involved in an alliance with the people. 

1 See Leo Huberman, The Labour Spy Racket (1937)—a sober summary of 
testimony before a committee of the American Senate. 
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What, perhaps, is most astonishing in that choice is that they 
should never have had any measure of the risks they were taking. 
The outlaws, no doubt, had a contempt for the people; they were, 
for the outlaws, the drab routineers disciplined to the acceptance 
of their failure in life. But it was of the essence of the outlaw’s 
standpoint that they should reject altogether the scheme of values 
upon the maintenance of which the privileged depended. It was 
precisely that scheme which made them outlaws; it was precisely 
that scheme the boundaries of which they could not, without 
support, hope to transcend. So long as they were outside the law 
there were rules by which they were confined. But the moment 
they became the state-power, the outlaws made the rules. And 
since their lives were, above all, a denial of all values, the only 
purpose for which they could make their rules was to secure them¬ 
selves in possession of authority. To do so, they had necessarily to 
convert society into a state of siege. That was the only way of life 
to which they were accustomed. There was no other atmosphere in 
which they could maintain their power. And that conversion meant 
civil war within, and foreign war without. It meant, in fact, exactly 
the conditions which are fatal to any privileged class. For a state 
of siege means martial law, which is no law at all; and since 
privilege is the child of law, the government of the outlaws meant 
the inevitable subordination of the privileged class to an anarchy in 
which their privilege would rapidly cease to have any rational 
meaning. 

If this interpretation be correct, the only way to fight Fascism is 
with a faith that has the power to go beyond the terror it imposes 
upon those whom it defeats. Obviously enough, that faith must 
have deeper roots than those which capitalist democracy was able 
to strike; for Fascism came to power at the breakdown of capitalist 
democracy. And it did so, I suggest, for the vital reason that, in 
the last analysis, in capitalist democracy the principles imposed 
were always more capitalist than democratic; the dynamic of 
capitalism was always in contradiction with the dynamic of de¬ 
mocracy. Capitalist democracy, so to say, was always democracy 
on conditions approved by the capitalists. It was admitted its place 
always upon the condition that it did not strain their allegiance to 
democratic principles. And that allegiance was obviously strained 
the moment that democracy seemed gravely to jeopardize the 
privileges which the owners of property had accumulated. The law 
it was sought to transform was their law; the rights it was proposed 
to abolish were their rights; the values called into question were 
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their values. All these things had become for them habits so deeply 
entrenched that they identified them with civilization itself. That 
there was another law, other conceptions of rights, other schemes of 
value, was, for them, unthinkable. Driven into panic by the challenge, 
they preferred to fight rather than to discuss. They believed that 
they could fight upon their own terms and for their own ends; they 
did not recognize, in their panic, that conflict always breeds the 
conditions of revolution. 

They saw democracy destroyed over wide areas; like the dwellers 
in Dante’s hell their punishment was the fulfilment of their own 
desires. But that fulfilment was, at the same time, their subordination 
to new masters against whose habits they had passed their lives in 
building safeguards. To escape from fear they entered a prison; 
and they then discovered that to be free from the new chains they 
must, somehow, build a partnership with those masses the fear of 
which had driven them to prison. Yet to build that partnership 
demanded exactly the abdication they had, when they called in the 
outlaws, refused to make. They had to appeal to the men they had 
denounced. They had to defend the principles they had denied. 
They had to admit the values insistence upon which by the masses 
had thrown them into panic and fury. To enchain the masses, they 
had set the world on fire. Now they were to discover that only by 
liberating the masses could they hope to extinguish the flames. 



Chapter IV 

THE DEMOCRACIES AT BAY 


I 

None of the great democracies presented a satisfactory spectacle in 
the inter-war years. They were challenged both by ideas and men 
directly hostile to their constitutive principle. Not only did they 
shrink from meeting the challenge; it almost seemed as if many of 
their leaders were half-convinced by the defiance of their enemies. 
For not only was there, as in Germany and Italy, an almost blood¬ 
less surrender to men who openly avowed their intention to conquer 
power and maintain it for anti-democratic purposes. Here, however, 
democratic leaders might well reply that in neither society was the 
tradition strong that was destroyed, and that in both it had sought 
expression in highly unfavourable circumstances. What was more 
serious was the constant tendency of leading democratic statesmen 
to do two things. On the one hand, they urged on the masses the 
need to recognize limits beyond which the democratic principle 
must not seek to go; on the other, they were open in their avowals 
of admiration for the achievements—which they can hardly have 
submitted to a critical examination- of the Fascist leaders. An 
incredible anthology could be compiled of the almost fawning 
enthusiasm heaped by British Conservative statesmen on Mussolini 
and his system. 

It is obvious, on the record, that scepticism of democracy .;ad 
penetrated deeply into the democracies themselves in the period 
before the outbreak of war. The literature begins to reveal, in the 
new world as well as in the old, a movement away from the opti¬ 
mistic confidence of the Victorian sunset back to the fears and 
hesitations of the period between the fall of Napoleon, and the end 
of the revolutionary movement in 1848. That movement is shown 
in many ways. It is revealed in a new emphasis on the ignorance 
the masses, an insistence on their incapacity for the task of self- 
government ; the growth and popularity of arguments which sought 
to show that politics is the function of an elite arc almost as notable 
as the inability of those who employed them to agree upon criteria 
by which the £litc may be defined. It is exhibited in the sorrowful 
conclusion of men like Elie Halevy that the socialist tendencies of 
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democracy are incompatible with freedom. Socialism, he thought, 
means the necessity of planning, and the essence of planning is the 
acceptance of an authoritarian principle fatal to personal liberty. 
It is revealed, perhaps, even more starkly in the aigument of Lord 
Eustace Percy that politics is a mattet necessarily for the lew, and 
that the many must find their fulfilment in the satisfaction of the 
religious impulse. The populaiity of books like thos< of Pareto and 
Spcngler, the revival of an anti-rationalist pmlosophy of history in 
r, 'oynbee, arc symptoms of the same temper. So, too, has been the 
influence of the psychoanalysts, and ui those enthusiasts for mental 
tests who have regarded their results as a proof that science and 
democracy are antithetic terms. 

Scepticism of demoiracy has two aspects which must be sharply 
separated from each other. On the right, its main motive was fear; 
on the lrft, its chief source was disappointment. On the right, the 
suspicion was deep that the procedures of democracy led inefltably 
to a re-examination of the economic bases of society, and it was 
uneasily recognized that this might reveal the ultimate incompati¬ 
bility of democracy and capitalism. Democratic procedures might 
thus involve an assault upon privileges whic h had behind them the 
power and the prestige of long tradition; and most of those who 
attacked democracy from the right were, in fact, rationalizing a 
desire born of interest to preserve those privileges from invasion. 

On the left, the attack was the outcome of that sense, foreseen 
almost a century ago by Tocqueville, in the warning to his con¬ 
temporaries that I have already quoted. Deeply influenced by 
events in Russia, the left was tempted to believe two things: first, 
that its opponents would not respect the procedures of democracy as 
soon as these seemed to compromise their privileges, and, second, 
that the methods of the Soviet government were a new expression of 
the democratic principle, superior in its efficacy to that of capitalist 
democracy which was limited by its obvious subordination to 
“bourgeois” necessity. '1 heir necessity enabled them, without 
undue difficulty, to rationalize their enthusiasm lor the Russian 
change in the relations of production, clearly achieved by the 
method of revolutionary dictatorship, into an insistence that, seen 
in its proper perspective, the Russian dictatorship was, in fact, 
democracy. 

The period of the inter-war years had, in its conflicting ideologies, 
a remarkable resemblance to the sixty years after the outbreak of 
the French Revolution. Just as attraction to, or repulsion from, the 
first set of men’s attitudes to its principles, so, in our own day, 
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attraction to, or repulsion from, the Russian Revolution was the 
main factor, sometimes only half-consciously, which conditioned 
men’s attitudes. An abstract liberalism in both periods was tested 
by an event which brought the fact that it was abstract up against 
the hard dynamic of reality; and men discovered that philosophies 
which seek to change the world divide men much more profoundly 
than those which seek merely to interpret it. All the characteristics 
of the earlier period are present in the later. Dawning enthusiasms 
become bitter disappointments; eager hopes become massive dis¬ 
illusions. Observers see what they want to sec; what seems to one 
immense achievement seems to another an assault upon the very 
foundations of civilized living. Bewilderment, anger, contempt, fear, 
these are the emotions aroused on the right by the spectacle of 
Russia in travail; and they enable the exponents of Conservative 
philosophy to view the emergence of an anti-democratic philosophy 
with tolerance, and even enthusiasm. But the wider the hold that 
anti-democratic philosophy secures, the more, not unnaturally, it 
provokes the left to assume that the faith of the right in democratic 
procedures will break down at once when its interests are in jeop¬ 
ardy. The general result is that both sides begin to arm themselves 
for a collision they do not believe they can escape; with the result 
that, as they arm, their laith in the procedure of democracy suffers a 
further decline. For men arm to do battle, not to reason with one 
another; and the power to maintain faith in democracy depends 
upon the ability to preserve faith in the procedures of reason. 

Another feature of the life of the democracies contributed to the 
same result. I he war of 1914-18 ended with an apparently over¬ 
whelming democratic triumph. But its dramatic intensity had 
aroused vast expectations among the masses; and these were only 
in a small degree fulfilled. Great economic insecurity; grave numbers 
ot unemployed; the increasing revelation of the abyss which sepa¬ 
rated the possession of political, from the control of economic, 
power; the seemingly unbridgeable gap between the depth of the 
frustration felt by the masses and the inadequacy of the remedies 
proposed by the political parties which sought to assuage it; the 
unwillingness of any government to attempt any fundamental 
experiments; these are, I think, the outstanding political charac- 
tetistics of democracy in action in these years. It is no doubt true 
that, compared with the period before 1914, the scale of social 
legislation was impressive; the point of importance is that it seemed 
far more impressive to those who bestowed it than it did to those 
upon whom it was bestowed. 
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The right to work for reasonable hours at a reasonable wage had 
become, by 1919, a fixed article of faith in democratic communities; 
and the masses were tending increasingly to judge the validity of 
political and economic systems by their power to realize that article 
of faith. They were not interested in the technical debate between 
economists upon the issue of whether state-intervention did, or did 
not, either in the long run or in the short run, interfere with the 
prospect of full employment. They were imp? ssed by the fact that, 
whether state-intervention was on a large scale, as in Great Britiain, 
or on a small scale, as in the America of Mr. Hoover, the masses 
were denied the fulfilment of the light to work. They learned that, 
when state-assistance developed on any considerable scale, its 
recipients were the objects of hate and anger to those who were 
taxed to make it possible. They watched the deliberate organization, 
under state-patronage, of restrictions upon production at a time 
when the main experience they knew was poverty. 

In Britain and France, they returned governments of the left to 
office in the hope that the attack on poverty might assume a new 
vigour. They found that it not only deepened, in each case, the 
crisis from which they suffered, but also sharpened the suspicion ol 
democracy among the rich. If, in angry despair, they resorted to the 
strike as a method of remedying their grievance, they were informed, 
with equal anger, that they were seeking to coerce the community. 
Since they felt themselves no inconsiderable part of it, it is not 
surprising that they were bewildered by the accusation, nor that 
they deeply resented the decision of the government to identify the 
state-power with the employers’ case, in the name of a law and 
order the masses had never conceived themselves as threatening. No 
democracy can be in a healthy condition in which the premisses of 
action have become so different between different classes in the 
community; for it is of the essence of democracy that the central 
premisses of action must be held in common by all classes which 
count. Not openly, but in a veiled way, that was gradually ceasing 
to be the case in all the major democracies in the inter-war years. 

The reason for this development is set out in the quotation from 
Tocqueville to which I have already referred. It is not enough to 
answer that the masses were better off in the democracies than in 
any previous period; nor is it sufficient to say that at no time in the 
past was the state-power so widely exerted to mitigate the conse¬ 
quences of poverty. For what is more important than either are the 
facts, first, that the improvement in the condition of the masses was 
at no point equal to their expectation of improvement; and, second, 
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that as they began to be influenced by the new level of education 
produced in the last forty years, they began to perceive more sharply 
the meaning and significance of the contrasts between rich and poor. 
It is not an exaggeration to say that, by the outbreak of war, the 
power oft lasses in the major democracies to understand one another 
was less than it had been for a century. 

This vvas, I think, because, in this period, two major develop¬ 
ments had occurred. The first was the growing inability of the 
capitalist system to exploit the forces of production; everywhere 
restrictionism was necessary in order to maintain the principle of 
profit-making. The sec ond, growing out of the first, was the shrinkage 
of opportunity. 'I hat shrinkage was, perhaps, more dramatic in a 
soc irty like Great Britain, where the idea of social equality followed 
with })i ecarious slowness on the acc eptance of political equality than 
it was in the United States and France which had both, by the 
middle of the nineteenth century, made the one aspect of equality 
mine ident with the other. Only in Britain was there one system of 
educ at ion (or the iic h and another for the poor; only in Britain was 
it true to say that the professions, the chief posts in the civil service, 
the established Chinch, the commissioned ranks of the Army, Navy 
and Air Force, in oveiwhelming degree were recruited from the 
middle and upper classes; only in Britain, again, was it true to say 
that it was exception.il, even after the war of 1914, for the son of a 
working man to lire emu* a cabinet minister. The forms of political 
demoi racy had, in Britain, only very partially expressed themselves 
in terms of sen i.d democ racy by 1940. 

But it is notable that the tendency to insist upon the stabilization 
of political democracy at the point where it does not threaten eco¬ 
nomic foundations was growing before the war in both France and 
the United State's. The growth of this temper in France was revealed 
in all its naked strength by the collapse of 1940; the men who made 
the Vic hy government preferred subordination to Hitler to experi¬ 
ment with the dynamic of democracy. But it was revealed before 
the collapse, in a number of important ways. The France of the 
umvirsitams , for example, which, before the Third Republic, had 
produced teachers with the democratic enthusiasm of Michelet and 
Mignct, after 1870 produced teachers whose main emphasis, as with 
Faguet and Brunetiere, was either sceptical of it, or frankly hostile 
to its claims. French finance, after 1919, may have been anti- 
German ; but it showed wfith insistence on each occasion that a 
government of the left came to power that it was less anti-German 
than it was anti-democratic. It assisted in the organization of a 
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series of Fascist movements which narrowly tailed to overthrow the 
Republic from within in 1934. All the testimony we have about the 
breakdown of 1940 is clearly to the effect that it was the leaders who 
failed the nation, not the nation which failed its leaders. And it is 
significant that the men who sought to organize France for collabo¬ 
ration with Hitler deemed it their duty to attack both the doctrinal 
and the institutional expression of 1789--the principles and methods, 
that is, which had ovei thrown feudal Franc and begun the func¬ 
tion of its democratization. Hierarchy, discipline, faith, these were 
the new watchwords A mystical escape from reason and its conse¬ 
quences was presented as a purifuation through sulTcring. What it 
meant in fact was that the pretensions of the masses to a lull share 
in the exercise ol power was checked by destroying the organs 
through which they might fulfil their claims. 

The American experience is more complex, though its drift has 
been in much the same direction. It is, of course, of decisive signifi¬ 
cance that, within the framework of the system, the economic 
absorptive capacity of the United States ended in 1919; thence¬ 
forward the massive controls it became necessary, above all through 
pressure from the working-classes, to impose showed that the margin 
of opportunity had been reached. It has been shown, moreover, that 
the sources of business leadership in the last generation have become 
increasingly narrow. The growth of a private-school system for the 
children of the rich, on something like the British model, was rapid 
in the first third of the present century. There began, moreover, to 
emerge in the United States—though its evolution was arrested by 
the Great Depression —a leisured class with many of the habits, and 
much of the outlook, of the functionlcss aristocracy of Britain and 
France, above all with the same deep concern lest its economic 
privileges be invaded. It is probable, moreover, that no business men 
exercised an autocracy more extensive or more profound than those 
ol the United Staes. Men like Mr. Ford, the steel magnates of 
Pittsburgh, the coal barons of Kentucky and Pennsylvania, disposed 
of industrial empires w ith an authority which often challenged, and 
sometimes even mastered, the power of state and federal govern¬ 
ments. No one can read the literature of the United States in the 
nineteen-twenties and thirties without the sense that the frontiers of 
political democracy were threatened as profoundly as at any time in 
American history. It is particularly notable that, until 1932, the 
legislation which characterized the emergence of the positive state 
in Europe, had hardly even begun to secure acceptance in the 
United States. 
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No doubt the explanation of this is psychological as well 
as economic. The hard-bitten individualism of the frontier, its 
optimism, and its self-reliance, persisted in the United States long 
after the pioneering conditions of the frontier had ceased to exist. 
But nothing reveals more fully the dangers to which American demo¬ 
cracy is exposed than the history, between 1932 and 1940, of the 
Roosevelt administration. Most of its measures were of the type that 
we associate with the Liberal government of 1906-14 in Britain— 
social insurance, the public provision of relief for the unemployed, 
government housing scheme, federal control of public utilities, a few 
important experiments, like that in the Tennessee Valley, in public 
ownership, an insistence upon the right of trade unions to bargain 
collectively on behalf of their members. That the “New Deal” had 
public opinion on its side was impressively demonstrated in the two 
re-elections of Mr. Roosevelt to the Presidency—a choice which 
broke the deeply-felt precedents of a century and a half. 

The “New Deal” had public opinion on its side. Yet it may be 
doubted whether any American President has encountered a hate 
so organized or so virulent as that which Mr. Roosevelt incurred for 
his programme. It was dictatorship; it was Communism; it was 
un-American. The attack upon him was almost wholly confined to 
the rich. The antagonism his measures aroused divided families and 
severed ancient friendships. That they were measures rendered in 
their large outline inevitable by the massive character of the prob¬ 
lems he faced; that most of them were reforms long overdue; more, 
that his opponents, when they challenged his re-election in 1936 
and 1940, offered a programme for acceptance the general principles 
of which were indistinguishable from his own; all this did nothing 
to diminish the hatred of privilege for his record. And it is significant 
that many of those who expressed their opposition did not hesitate 
to build connections with the darker forces in American politics, 
men like the late Senator Huey Long, like Father Coughlin, and 
like Dr. Townsend. It is, too, notable that the era showed a decisive 
growth in anti-semitism in the United States, always itself a primary 
index to the decline of democratic power in a society. 

The experience of the Roosevelt administration is the more 
startling to anyone who is aware of the character of the epoch which 
preceded it and the impressive proof marshalled by its various 
investigations of the anti-social habits of those business men to 
whose power it sought to set limits. It becomes more startling still 
when it is remembered that, in the first months of his Presidency, 
Mr. Roosevelt was recognized even by the most bitter of his op- 
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ponents to have steered the United States successfully through a 
crisis graver than any it had encountered since the Civil War. 
What, I think, was revealed in the first nine years of the “New Deal” 
was the emphatic conviction of American business men that demo¬ 
cracy meant laissez-faire , and that as soon as democracy denied the 
validity of laissez-faire , they became sceptical of the validity of 
democracy. Violent behaviour is more characteristic of American 
social relationships than it has been of those >f Britain or of France. 
Yet I doubt, even when allowance is made for this difference, whether 
public opinion in France or Britain would have suffered the extra- 
legal interferences with civil freedom that were deliberately organ¬ 
ized by business men in the United States. It is necessary to read in 
all its details a document like the report of the La Follette Com¬ 
mittee of the Senate on civil liberties to attain a just view of the 
proportions of that interference. Corruption, espionage, blackmail, 
hooliganism, the deliberate misuse of even the highest state courts, 
and the lower Federal Tribunals, these arc only the bare categories 
into which the habits of the business leaders of America fall. There 
were few great industrial corporations which did not have their 
private armies, with machine-guns and tear-gas, to prevent the 
invasion of their plants by trade unionism. There were, moreover, 
areas in the United States, Louisiana under Senator Long, Jersey 
City under Mayor Hague, the Imperial Valley in California, to take 
instances only, in which the American Bill of Rights had no authority 
against the determination of business men to eke out the last ounce 
of privilege from their undisputed possession of economic power. It 
is not, I think, an excessive judgment to say that, by 1940, beneath 
the formal acceptance of democratic principles, the Fascist idea had 
penetrated deeply into the minds of American business men. 

This is not, of course, a new situation in American history. It is 
merely the modern form of a conflict which goes back to the struggle 
between Federalists and Republicans, a struggle in which John 
Marshall’s mastery of the Supreme Court gave the victory to the 
former group, even though, as under Jefferson and Jackson, they 
were defeated on the electoral field. The trend of the future was 
then clearly foreseen in the remarkable diagnosis of John Taylor of 
Caroline. It was, he saw, the fate of the masses to have been exploited 
by their rulers under all previous economic systems. Under the 
aegis of Hamilton, the exploitation had merely changed its form. 
Under the slogan of “public faith, national integrity and sacred 
credit,” he had provided it with the institutions whereby wealth 
could be stolen from the labour which was its true source. Business 
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men had no political principles; they would adapt themselves to any 
form of government which gave them security for profit-making. 
But they would adapt themselves to no other form, and there was 
no way to the preservation of American democracy save in the 
destruction of special privilege. 

No doubt the background of John Taylor’s thought is set in the 
special circumstances of his time. But he saw with incisive clarity 
that, whatever the political forms of a society, it is in all essentials 
true that effective authority rests with the holders of economic 
power. lie realized that the inner principle of the system upon 
which the ir special privilege depends gives its character to all the 
ideas and institutions by which the life of a society is shaped; the 
state-power is thus geared to the protection of their privilege, and 
its authoiity is invoked against all who may seek to invade it. 
Writing at the beginning of the nineteenth century, at the flood-tide 
of the Jeffersonian triumph, he not unnaturally saw the safety of 
democracy in the preservation of that relatively simple agrarian 
society which was beginning to be obsolete even while he wrote, 
But the central idea of which he had firm hold is the clue to the 
main c haracter of American history. It explains, as no other idea 
can explain, the struggle for power between classes in the United 
States; above all, it explains why those who possess special privilege 
have ne ver been willing to admit the full logic of the democratic 
idea even in a society which seemed, by the extent of its natural 
resources, historically destined to realize it. 

Taylor had to contend with an opposition which assumed two 
forms. Men of the stamp of John Adams repudiated democracy 
because they assumed that it merely provided an amphitheatre in 
which the struggle between rich and poor, which, for Adams, was 
the stiuggle between the able and the inefficient, was so bitter that 
tyranny was its natural outcome. Men of the school of Alexander 
Hamilton simply assumed the inevitability of exploitation and 
insisted that the exploiters were entitled to the state-power because 
the alternative was anarchy. Both Adams and Hamilton inferred 
from the contemporary situation that barriers must be erected 
against the claim of democracy to an equal interest in the results of 
the social process. 

It is well known that both men were pessimistic about the future 
of Ainciica, and convinced of the fragility of its institutions. What, 
of course, they underestimated was two things. They could not 
foresee how r vast were its natural resources, how long, therefore, they 
would permit the continuance, side by side, of exploitation made 
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acceptable by concession; and they could not estimate the degree to 
which the ideology of the exploiters would, through the growth of 
the productive forces in America, almost convince the exploited 
that the interests of wealth and commonwealth were identical. 
Again and again in American histoiy, crisis seems to provoke the 
masses to the use of their democratic powei against their masters; 
that is the meaning of the Jacksonian revolt, of Bryanism, and of the 
New Deal. But, until our own time, America uesented the striking 
spectacle of a society always capable of ret overing from its crises, of 
offering, at their close, new hope, by wav of impioved conditions 
to the masses. Democratic institutions were safe in America, in the 
first century and a half of the republic essentially lor two reasons. 
First, the fluidity of its social relationships made the fact of oppor¬ 
tunity more widespread than elsewhere, its dramatic expression 
more appealing; and, second, if what Theodore Roosevelt called 
the “malefactors of great wealth” were, on occasion, bitterly as¬ 
sailed, the system on which they depended for their privilege did not 
seem to them in jeopaidy. In the main relation between master and 
servant, the state-power gave their com option of its chaiacter the 
ample piotection of the law; while in the recognition ol the place 
of pres< nption in their title to property the main ethos of the Ameri¬ 
can idea could scaicely, until veiy recent days, have been deemed 
inadequate by John Mai shall himself. No modern society since the 
England of Cobdcn has, until our own day, more fully exemplified 
the famous aphorism of Marx that the ruling ideas of an age are the 
ideas of its ruling class. 

That is, 1 think, most remarkably shown in the absence ol any 
serious socialist movement in the United Slates. Then* have been 
scattered experiments m communist living; there has been a per¬ 
sistent efflorescence of minm groupings one of which, in 1920. 
secured over a million votes in the Presidential election; and there 
have been conti lbutions of notable quality to socialist literature. 
But it is, I think, tiue to say that socialism as an organized body of 
doctrine has made little impact, as yet, on the American mind, and 
has shown none of the power it has developed in Euiope directly to 
influence the trade union movement. On the contrary, it would 
rather be true to say that, with personal exceptions, predominant 
trade union opinion in America has hardly begun to develop a 
socialist philosophy distinct in character from that of business men. 
Naturally enough, the trade unions have sought for higher wages and 
for shorter hours; but these arc the effective limits within which 
their doctrinal outlook has moveu. A successful trade union leader 
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in the United States has far more of the habit and outlook of a 
prosperous business executive there than he has of the outlook of a 
trade union leader in Europe. 

That is not because an American proletariat is lacking; the 
“poor whites” of the South, the pecan workers of San Antonio, the 
vast bulk of the Negro population have all the characteristics of a 
proletariat. The absence‘of a socialist movement of serious propor¬ 
tions is due to a complex of causes. Partly, it is the outcome of the 
intense social mobility of America; that has meant the absence of 
anything like the deep caste cleavages which are known over most 
of Europe. Partly, again, it is due to the fact that so large a propor¬ 
tion of Americans are emigrants, or their descendants, from Europe 
who have found in the New World relief from the trammels and 
handicaps of the old. Partly, further, it is due to the fact that the 
horizons of opportunity are still, in the United States, wider than 
anywhere in Europe except the Soviet Union. The result of these 
for* es is that, despite the grim statistical facts, few Americans expect 
that their ini idcnce applies to themselves. The expectation is still 
that of Woodrow Wilson’s “New Freedom”; “do you not want,” he 
asked, “to see your son the head of some small, it may be, but 
flourishing, business?” Few, in fact, are chosen for that position; 
but the vast majority feel “called” to it. The result is that the 
atmosphere perpetuates an intense individualism of outlook long 
after its possibilities of fulfilment have passed away. And the culture- 
lag of that individualism still opposes a formidable barrier to the 
allianic between socialism and the workers which is endemic in 
Europe. Socialism seems “un-American”; it is the denial of the 
legend to which every schoolboy is disciplined; it is the expression of 
conditions that have no relevance in the world where the gospel of 
self-help is still accepted as the proper philosophy of the average 
man. 

In fact, the character of the Roosevelt epoch has shown beyond 
all doubt that the inherent contradiction between capitalism and 
democracy which has produced so decisive a crisis in Europe, is in 
full operation in the United States, if with retarded influence. All 
the problems by which Europe is afflicted are present there, even if 
their incidence and emphasis are different. They are present because 
a political democracy requires, if it is to be secure, an economics of 
expansion; in the United States, as elsew'here, an economics of 
expansion is no longer open to capitalism. The stage has therefore 
been reached in American evolution that has been reached in 
Europe where the masses seek to use their political power in order 
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to improve their condition. They find, as they have always found, 
that they can only do so as they are able to secure fundamental 
changes in the property-relation. But so soon as they seek to secure 
these changes, they discover that the procedures of democracy are 
questioned. For they cannot, as John Taylor saw, touch the property- 
relation in any fundamental way without calling privilege into 
hazard. To privilege there is attached a power of prescriptive 
tradition which has about it almost the sanction of a religious faith. 
For privilege has stabilized a way of life for its votaries upon which 
they have erected a body of values round which their whole lives 
are built. Its surrender is as impossible lor them as it was for their 
predecessors under earlier regimes. They are asked, as they feel, to 
acquiesce in a revolution which not only endangers their own 
interests, but that of the whole society. For at the basis of their 
thinking is the inescapable conviction that their interests and the 
good of the society are identical. 

It is this outlook, I suggest, which explains two features of the 
American scene which are otherwise bewildering to the outsider. It 
explains, in the first place, why measures so modest as those of the 
Roosevelt administration should have not only aroused an indigna¬ 
tion so profound, but should also, broadly speaking, have divided 
American opinion fairly precisely in terms of income. On the side 
of the Presidential experiment have been, generally, the trade 
unions, the unemployed, the small farmer, probably the bulk of 
independent professional men, and, significantly, the overwhelming 
majority of the intellectuals. Opposed to him have been the leaders 
of finance and business, the rentier class, the executives of business 
management, and the corporation lawyers. It explains, in the 
second place, why the advance of Fascism aroused profound indig¬ 
nation in the first group and, as a rule, an interest that was occa¬ 
sionally enthusiastic, in the second. It is, of course, true that the 
enthusiasm was greater in the period of Mussolini’s dominance than 
it was when Hitler took the centre of the stage; and there was 
general repugnance for his religious and racial persecution. But the 
feeling in the second group was widespread that Fascism was the 
natural response of property to the Communist threat; it was a good 
thing to have strong men in a position to keep the masses in order. 
Not a few thought, especially in the Roosevelt epoch, that American 
labour “needed a Hitler.” What was surprising was the small 
number of those among business leaders in America who thought 
that the most effective answer to Communism might possibly be 
social and economic reform. 
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My argument is thus the simple one that the inter-war conditions, 
all over the Western world, challenged the democracies to extend 
their frontiers into the economic and sot ial fields. Their ruling 
t lasses were unwilling to do so because they saw in that expansion a 
t hi eat to the privileges to which they believed themselves entitled. 
If they had to choose between democracy and those privileges, at 
the best, their mood was one of uncertainty; at the worst they did 
not even attempt to conceal their preference for privilege. And this 
attitude must be related to the contrast in the reception given by 
these ruling c lasses to Communism on the one hand, and to Fascism, 
cm the other. For the first they had a fear and a hatred which re¬ 
vealed their sense of their own insecurity. They welcomed every 
sign, however unplausible, which might be taken as evidence of 
failure in the Soviet Union. Fascism, in general, aioused no such 
emotions in them; on the contrary, it seemed to a large part ol them 
a healthy form of mass-discipline. The intensity of their effoits to 
find accommodation with its leaders in the international field stands 
out startlingly in comparison with their wholesale in Invention in 
t’ne Soviet Union. Taking the total spectacle of the intei-wnr years 
it is clilhc uIt not to conclude that only economic revival would have 
sustained the faith of the mling classes in the validity of the demo¬ 
cratic idea. 


II 

1 he war brought a renovation of what may be termed the rhetoric 
of the democratic idea; it has not yet assured it of the capacity for 
survival It renovated its rhetoric for the simple reason that, what¬ 
ever the world a Fascist victory might shape, its outlines were a 
challenge to the privilege of those who ruled the democracies. In a 
broad sense, the solution of the issues proposed by the Fascist leaders 
was to transfer to their own peoples those sources of wealth through 
the control of which the ruler-; of the democracies had been able to 
maintain their delicate relationship with capitalism. Deprived of 
those, they confronted a bleak future in which their prospects 
depended upon what chaiity they might be offered by their con- 
quorors. T hey would lose their economic independence; it was plain 
horn the fate of the Jews, ol Ausliia, and of Czechoslovakia that 
the Fasi ists had no respect either for traditional status or the claims 
of property. T hey would lose, also, their national independence and, 
with it, their separate culture and way oflifc; for the Fascist leaders 
understood nothing so fully a the fact that national independence 
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was, by its inherent implications, a continuous threat tc their 
victory. 

Up to the fall of France, it is, 1 think, fair to suggest that a grasp 
of what Fascism implied was more widespread and moie profound 
among the masses in the democracies than it was among their 
leaders. In a formal way, these paid to democracy the tribute of 
eulogy the situation required; they were bound to evalt the system 
which was making the war. They needed he assistance of the 
masses not only for the fighting sei vices, but. almost more, for the 
arms upon which the fighting sei vices depended. They were com¬ 
pelled, therefore, to emphasize their acceptance of the democratic 
idea. But it is also obvious that in this first year of the conflict there 
was no clear notion in their minds of the gulf between Fascism and 
democracy, no willingness to evoke the dynamic of democracy as a 
fighting faith to set over against the elan of their enemies’ assault. 
That is, I think, clear from three things. It is evident liom their 
inability to surrender their belief that, somehow, a < ompromisc 
peace could be arranged. It is implicit in their desire to distinguish 
between Fascism in its German, and Fascism in its Italian, form. It 
is inherent in the way in which they waged the war. T here was no 
search for the offensive; the initiative was left to their opponents. 
T here was no attempt to evoke the mass-euthusiami of the demo¬ 
cracies; that was seen in Mr. Chamberlain’s tieatmcnt of the trade 
unions and in his approach to the crucial problem of India. The 
policy of “appeasement” still lingered in the inner framework of 
the methods to which they clung- appeasement of Spain, appease¬ 
ment of Italy, appeasement of Japan. It is not unjust to emphasize 
that, until Dunkirk, the democracies were, indeed, waging a war 
but had not yet, so far as their leaders were concerned, made 
up their minds about the charac ter of the war that they were 
• fighting. 

They were agreed, of course, that Hitler was an evil man who 
must be defeated. But, however eagerly they might w'ish for his 
defeat, they did not desire to upset the social and economic equili¬ 
brium which the war had disturbed. They were terrified that 
Bolshevism might be the residuary legatee of their exhaustion; and 
they still saw in the system of which Hitler was the embodiment only 
an evil exaggeration of a disc ipline for the acceptance of whic h many 
of them were prepared. T hat, I suggest, is plain fiom the statement 
of the British case made by Lord Lloyd in 1939, and commended 
by Lord Halifax, then Foreign Secretary, in a preface in which he 
appeared to have no difficulty in accepting Lord Lloyd’s argument. 
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“The Italian genius,” wrote Lord Lloyd, “has developed in the 
characteristic Fascist institutions a highly authoritarian regime 
which, however, threatens neither religious nor economic freedom, 
nor the security of other European nations. . . . The Italian system is 
founded on two rocks: first, the separation of Church and State, and 
the supremacy of the Church in matters not only of faith but of 
morals: second, the rights of labour.” 1 This, it must be remembered, 
was written after seventeen years’ experience of Mussolini, which 
included the attack on Corfu, intervention in Spain, the extinction 
of Albanian independence, the Abyssinian adventure, and the 
introduction of anti-Jewish laws. It takes no account of the forcible 
destruction of the Italian socialist and trade union movements; it 
pays no regard to the outlook of the man who declared that “war is 
to man what maternity is to woman. ... I do not believe in per¬ 
petual peace ... I consider it depresses and negatives the funda¬ 
mental virtues of man which only in bloody effort reveal themselves 
in the full light of the sun.” Its easy assurance that the Fascist state 
in Italy is built upon the “rights of labour” should be set in the 
background of the notorious remark of a prominent Fascist official, 
Olivetti. “It is an illusion,” he wrote, “to presume that class war 
has been finally abolished. It has been abolished ... for the workers. 
On the other side, class war is being continued.” 

How deep, indeed, was the half-conscious acceptance of Fascist 
ideology among the democratic leaders the fall of France decisively 
demonstrated. For the ruling class of France took their defeat to be 
a judgment upon the democratic principles of the French Revolu¬ 
tion ; they abandoned the struggle, and set themselves the task of 
saving from the wreckage whatever their conquerors would permit 
them to retain. The rapidity with which men like Laval and Darlan 
accepted the ideology of Fascism was only equalled by their in¬ 
ability to petsuade the French masses to co-operate in their dis¬ 
honour. Defeat offered the ruling class of France the choice between 
property for the few and suriender, on the one hand, and democracy 
for the many with continued resistance, on the other. It is an index 
to the democratic malaise that they did not hesitate to choose 
property and surrender. 

Yet their choice, on a considered view, was the real turning-point 
of the war. For the depth of the ignominy it involved awakened the 
dormant nationalism of the British ruling class and brought its aid 
to the support of the democracy. The French defeat revealed that 
the Fascist conquerors proposed not only the national enslavement 
1 The British Case, with a preface by Viscount Halifax. London (1939). 
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of their victims but also their economic ruin. What we know of the 
armistice terms they imposed on France have made it sufficiently 
evident that the Treaty of Versailles was a profoundly generous 
instrument by comparison. The humiliation it foreshadowed for 
Great Britain swept on one side the doubts and hesitations of the 
Baldwin-Chamberlain epoch. It became clear even to the most 
blind that the very existence of Great Britain as an independent 
nation was at stake. That revelation made th necessity of national 
unity more starkly clear than at any period of British history. It did 
more than a decade of discussion, more, even, than the pitiful 
narratives of a hundred thousand refugees, to make even the most 
Conservative of Englishmen understand that no price could be too 
great for victory. In the summer and autumn of 1940 there was 
something that it is difficult not to describe as a regeneration of 
British democracy. The character of the struggle was defined in 
terms which made the identities between citizens a hundred times 
more vital than the differences which divided them. They learned, 
in the lightning-flash of overwhelming danger that their choice was 
between victory and death. 

It is important, moreover, that the impact of this revelation was 
not confined to Britain merely. It swept a large part of the world. 
It altered the outlook of Greece; it secured something like a popular 
revolt in Jugo-Slavia against acquiescence in surrender. In the 
United States it evoked the unprecedented result of electing Mr. 
Roosevelt for a third Presidential term, above all because he had 
come to embody for the masses the idea of resolute challenge to the 
dictators’ claims. Within a year of the fall of France, it was, I think, 
universally understood wherever men could even whisper their faith 
in freedom that its maintenance was bound up with the victory of 
democracy. The strength, indeed, of the Fascist powers was still too 
great for any sudden reversal of the tide of their conquests. It was 
understood, increasingly, that the road to victory would be long 
and hard. More, it was increasingly realized that the road to victory 
would involve social and economic changes so profound that there 
would be no possibility of a return to the pre-war equilibrium. What 
the new equilibrium would be few could venture to prophesy and 
none could, in any fullness, diagnose. Yet that uncertainty had 
ceased to matter. What counted was victory, for victory had been 
revealed as the price of national survival. And a ruling-class which, 
all over the world, was suspicious of, and hesitant about democracy, 
was driven to renew its homage to the democratic idea by reason of 
its sudden grasp of the implications of defeat. Dying democracy in 
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Frame paid its last tribute to freedom when its surrender revealed 
the lull (ost of slavery. 


Ill 

ft is, however, important to be quite clear what is implied in this 
new homage to democracy which transformed the international 
scene after the French surrender. What was aroused in the ruling 
class of Britain was not a sense that the relationship between capi¬ 
talism and democ racy was obsolete. What was aroused was, partly, • 
the deepest impulses of national sentiment, and, paitly, the anger 
wliic h c omes to men who have been betrayed by concepts they 
thought they understood. This took the form of a renewed dedica¬ 
tion to democracy because that was the political form of state 
through which the British national idea was expressed. Democracy 
rec eivecl a new support bee ausc it was the idea under which the 
maximum opposition to the Fascist danger could be organized. 
Everyone was sure, alike by instinct and by reason, that the defeat 
of I litlei ism was vital. No one was ccitain for what Hitlerism was to 
be beaten. No definite* put poses beyond his overthrow were evolved 
under the stress of danger. 

That must be emphasized because it is the clue to the unresolved 
contradiction in the democratic case which is obscured, for the 
time being, by the pressure of c\cuts. All classes in the Britisli nation 
are resolved to win. All free men and women, everywhere, know 
fully that a Biitidi vie toty is the condition ior the liberation of those 
nations Hitler lias rochu eel to slavery. But the question of the ends to 
whit h vie toty is to be devoted is not a question upon which there is 
evident any c lear reply Mr. Churchill’s aim is victory; beyond that 
he has refused to speculate. Mr. Eden and Lord Halifax are clear 
that there must be greater freedom of trade, greater economic 
security lor the individual, and political and religious freedom; for 
Eotd Halifax the war is a c nisade ior a somewhat nebulous body of 
doc tunc* which he calls '‘‘"Christian principles.” President Roosevelt 
has sot out a noble body of the ends a democracy must secure for its 
citizens, and has insisted that their realization is possible within our 
own generation 1 he British Labour Party has insisted that only the 
soc ialist tiansiormation of Great Britain can lay the foundations of 
a democracy safeguarded against injustice within and war without. 
The British I.ibeial Party has reaflirmed its faith in the principles of 
private enterprise. Until June 22, 1941, the Communist parties of 
evety country, though insistent on the necessity for the ultimate 



THE DEMOCRACIES AT BAY 


145 

defeat of Fascism, denied with passion the democratic claims as 
these were embodied in the British and American governments; 
and they pursued a policy of revolutionary defeatism which, had it 
been successful, would have ensured the victory of Hitler. The 
Independent Labour Party in Britain, and the American Socialist 
Party, both held aloof from the war, partly in terms of a deeply-felt 
pacifist tradition, and partly out of a refusal to believe that a war 
waged between competing capitalist states coulu have meaning for 
those to whom a socialist solution was alone significant. 

The democracies were aware that their survival depended upon 
victory; but they had not begun, in any serious way, to bend their 
minds to the problem of what they were to do with their victory if 
they won it. There were presented for the consumption of their 
citizens a mass of competing Utopias each of which presented the 
alluring prospect of permanent peace. One group of thinkers saw in 
Anglo-American union the solution for all our ills; though none of 
its advocates could explain how India could be democratically 
related to the new partnership, nor how such a marriage of capitalist 
democracies would solve the central problem of making the relations 
of production proportionate to the forces of production. Another 
group preached with ardour the ideal of a federated Europe, though 
there was little agreement between them either upon the constituent 
nations in the federation or the manner in which power should be 
divided between the centre and the circumference. Still another 
group demanded the revival of the League of Nations, sometimes 
with powers beyond those of the Covenant of 1919, sometimes with 
less than such powers. Others saw the future in terms of a system of 
continental federations linked, perhaps, together for some common 
purposes in a confederative superstructure. To the schemes of re¬ 
organization there was no limit save the imaginative discretion 01 
the particular inventor. 

The vital thing for the serious observer is to keep his mind firmly 
fixed upon three facts. The first is that though the Churchill govern¬ 
ment has been responsible for a number of admirable, and even 
important, social reforms, nothing in its record, so far, has made any 
effective change in the parallelogram of social and economic forces 
in Britain. If victory came to-morrow, the problems of capitalist 
democracy there would be as real, though more intense, than they 
weie in September, 1939. The second fact of importance is that, all 
over the world, the war has been responsible for changes, not least 
psychological changes, which are revolutionary in their profundity. 
The wholesale abandonment of laissez-faire was the first consequence 

K 
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of the need to plan production. The prescriptive rights of property, 
both internal and external, have suffered invasions on a scale which 
have deprived them of their traditional authority. It has been 
shown that state-planning can not only abolish unemployment, but 
is capable, even in war-conditions, of preserving the health of the 
population at a higher level than the free economy of capitalist 
democracy in peace-time, There have been no significant changes 
in the relations of production; but the changes in the unit of pro¬ 
duction, in the power of the state over financial institutions, price- 
control, consumption, and the objects of manufacture, have been of 
a momentous order. The risks, moreover, of bombardment from the 
air have created new habits in the population of which we are only 
beginning to know the import. And this new factor in our lives has 
revealed defects in the traditional structure of local government 
which makes certain massive adaptations in area and function in 
the future. The cost of the war, moreover, has compelled the ascent 
of taxation to heights which even in the last war would have been 
regarded as impossible. Since, too, not the least essential front of the 
war is in the factories, the place of the trade unions in the state has 
become ever more significant; it is not, I think an exaggeration to 
say that a regulation like the British Essential Work Order of 1941 
owed its acceptance, in part to the fact that it was sponsored by Mr. 
Ernest Bevin, the trade union member of the War Cabinet, and, in 
part, to its acceptance by the trade unions as a necessary element 
in victory. Less obvious, but none the less teal, were the powers 
of the government to take over farms or factories the operation 
of which did not conform to standards it was empowered to 
impose. 

All of this has effected a breach in familiar habits of revolutionary 
proportions. In the first two years of war, but especially in its second 
year, the tempo of life, the response to its established expectations 
has become utterly different for the overwhelming majority of the 
population. These, in their turn, have induced an experimental, 
temper, a familiarity with the need of sudden adaptation, upon 
which too much emphasis can hardly be laid. There is everywhere a 
sense of the opening of new vistas, the acceptance of the need for the 
experimental temper, which, in its contemporary intensity, mankind 
has hardly, 1 think, known since the age of the Reformation and the 
Renaissance. It is not a mood confined to any class within the 
democracies; it goes too deep for that. It may be welcome or un¬ 
welcome. What is important is the fact that, as a mood, it has become 
an integral part of our habits. The sense is abroad that humanity is 



THE DEMOCRACIES AT BAY 147 

on the march, even if there is profound uncertainty about the 
direction of the voyage. 

To these two factors must be linked the third, the alliance, since 
June 22, 1941, of the Soviet Union on the side of the democracies, 
That is a portent of which the psychological implications are not 
less urgent than the material. I have already pointed out how much 
of the texture of our thinking in the inter-war years has been set by 
the gigantic fact of the Russian Revolution. Its active alignment 
against the Fascist powers has repercussions to which it is difficult to 
set limits. It domesticates amongst us a body of ideas to which 
every government in the future will have to accommodate itself. 
The first and, I think, the most immediately important is that it is 
within the competence of state-power to abolish unemployment; at 
a stroke, this sets the problem of economic security in a new per¬ 
spective. The second, and in the long run the most significant, is the 
idea that the state-ownership of the means of production enables 
planned production for community consumption to be attempted; 
this, once more, supplies a new horizon to the future place of the 
profit-making motive in society. The third idea, which will be 
grasped more slowly, but of which the results are bound to be far- 
reaching, is the public endowment and collective organization of 
scientific research for social benefit; the man of science will slowly, 
no doubt, but inescapably, come to have that place in society which, 
in the public imagination, the successful pioneer in business enter¬ 
prise possessed, especially in the United States, in the period of 
capitalist expansion. The fourth idea is the attachment of social 
esteem to achievements in fields hitherto regarded as negligible in 
bourgeois civilization. The exceptional worker in field or factory 
will have a status comparable to that of the exceptional executive; 
he will be rescued from the insignificant anonymity which, hitherto, 
has been his lot; and this will, in the long run, give a new dignity to 
manual labour, a realization, if in a different form of William 
Morris’s dream. And I must emphasize, finally, the overwhelming 
importance which attaches to the fact that the Red Army is, in 
structure, a democratic army, and, in social ideas as well as in 
technical demand, in the vanguard of Soviet progressivism. The 
contrast here with the traditional structure and ideas of the armies 
of the capitalist democracies can hardly be exaggerated. And it 
should be added that, in the degree of the Russian contribution to 
the defeat of Hitlerism, so will these factors operate to influence the 
mind of the masses all over the world. 

It is in this background that the contradiction in the democratic 
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purpose, to which I have referred, must be set. Its status with the 
ruling classes aligned against Hitlerism depends upon its association 
with the national idea. They are not, as Mr. Churchill has made 
evident, thinking of victory in terms of a new social order; they 
think of victory in terms of the maintenance of what he himself 
has termed “traditional” Britain, revised, to use his phrase once 
more, by “a few practical measures of reconstruction.” But to the 
masses, as distinct from their rulers, victory means the extension of 
the frontiers of democracy from those political boundaries at which 
they now so largely halt to the social and economic fields. I do not 
mean by this that the masses have in their minds the application of 
a concrete body of socialist measures, or even that they have con¬ 
sidered with any care the dynamics of social change. I mean only 
that, given victory, there arc certain objectives upon which they 
are determined, and that they will use their political power to 
secure them. 'They will not endure, after victory, the persistence of 
mass-unemployment; they have seen that it can be prevented by 
the planned use of the state-power. They will not accept the re- 
cmergcncc of distressed areas, Jarrow, Durham, South Wales, as 
we knew them in the inter-war years; they have seen that these 
arise from the unplanned use of social resources which need not be 
sacrificed to the ruthless exactions of private ownership. They will 
not submit, at least peacefully, to any rebuilding of Britain which 
enables the ground landlord and the speculative builder to profiteer 
out of the sufferings of Coventry and Plymouth, East London and 
the Merseyside. 

Our central problem is whether the fight of the democracies 
against Hitlerism is, as I think Mr Churchill conceives it, a fight for 
the survival of a national tradition the main historic contours of 
which he proposes to preserve; or whether there is room in that 
tradition for the acceptance by consent of the three basic principles, 
with all their immense consequences, that I have just enumerated. 
It is not enough to say that all parties in the democracies are com¬ 
mitted to “justice between classes,” or to “social security” or what 
not. Agreement can always be reached on ends, if they are defined 
comprehensively enough; it is upon the different content different 
classes give to those ends, and the conflict over the methods by 
which they may be reached that men kill one another. The Polish 
government in Britain is committed to the establishment of a demo¬ 
cratic Poland after the war; but no small part of its membership 
belongs to parties which, while they shared power, exploited the 
workers and peasants of Poland and still issue, if indirectly, virulent 
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anti-semitic propaganda. Most of the promises which members of 
the Churchill government are making to-day were made, with much 
the same kind of class-support, after the last war; that was also a 
war “to make the world safe for democracy,” and the workers, at 
any rate, ceaselessly emphasize that, as soon as \ ictory was won, the 
promises were conveniently forgotten. It is not cynical, but common 
sense, to insist that the same dangers confront us as in 1919, and that 
their consequences will be far more serious .u our generation than 
they were in the last. 

We have, this is to say, to confront the fact that the victory of 
political democracy over the external danger which threatens it is a 
stage in, and not the end of, a process. It is a necessary stage; with¬ 
out it, quite certainly, there would be no need even to consider the 
future of democratic institutions. But the overthrow of Hitlerism 
still leaves in all their formidable complexity the problems out of 
which Hitlerism emerged. It still leaves untouched the frame of 
mind in the ruling class of every democracy which was prepared to 
consider accommodation with Hitlerism, because it was unprepared 
for accommodation with the economic and social implications of 
democracy. Victory is in itself an opportunity, and not a fulfilment. 
It gives democracy another chance; it is not in itself an assurance 
that the chance will be taken. 

It is, I say, common sense to be aware that this is the reality; we 
shall confront it honestly and resolutely only in the degree that we 
are aware of it. There is plenty of evidence to suggest that, when our 
dangers are overcome, we shall begin to remember less our identities 
than our differences. There are plenty of people anxious to put a 
ceiling to wages who protest with indignation that our taxes destroy 
the manufacturer’s incentive. “We are told,” said Mr. Churchill 
himself, 1 “how badly labour is behaving, and then a lot of people 
who never did a day’s hard work in their lives arc out after them.” 
“The critics of the workers,” said Mr. Lawson in the same debate, 
“seldom pay any attention to a considerable section of society which 
never does any work at all, which has sufficient wealth to get as 
much food as it likes, which can roll in its motor cars to certain 
places and pay for what it gets, and very often get what is denied to 
other people. We do not hear much about that class. Neither do 
we hear that in the past year the mass of the workers have, in the 
main, almost exhausted themselves in order to contribute to the 
nation’s need.” “If,” Mr. Bevin told the House, “somebody gets 
£1,000, £2,000, or £3,000, it is purely a conception, but if a 
1 Hansard, vol. 373, No 91. July 29, 1941. Col. 1300. 
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workman gets over £5, somebody thinks the world is coming to an 
end.” 

“YVe declare,” said Mr. Bevin, “that we will carry on to the bitter 
end to remove the Nazi regime and its spirit of domination and 
aggression; we will weave into the fabric of society the spirit of 
freedom and equality for all.” 1 I do not doubt that in those words 
Mr. Bevin summarized the aspirations of the workers all over the 
world. But aspirations can only be fulfilled where the conditions 
directly lead to their realization. It is of no use to aspire in their 
absence. The present economic system requires a permanent re¬ 
serve of unemployment; it requires to produce so that a profit may 
be earned for the owners of the instruments of production; it is 
inherently indifferent to social considerations whether in relation to 
its principles of production or its principles of distribution; it accu¬ 
mulates and invests in terms overwhelmingly of morally neutral 
supply and demand. It has shaped most of our institutions and our 
habits of thought to its inner and immanent necessities. It knows no 
test of survival save the power to make profit. It has accepted no 
social reforms save those that were forced upon it. The freedom for 
which it has invariably been concerned has been that of profit- 
making; the operation of the equality upon which it has insisted has 
invariably been limited to the owners of property. The history of 
democracy, as Tocquevilic and Marx both saw from their very 
different angles of vision, has thus far been overwhelmingly condi¬ 
tioned to the service of the profit-making motive. 

It is, of course, true that the last three-quarters of a century have 
seen the negative state transformed into the positive state; many of 
its functions are deliberately conceived to mitigate the consequences 
inherent in the principle of capitalism. But, upon this, there are two 
observations to be made. Historically, the owners of property have 
fought eveiy concession they were ultimately driven to make until 
it could only be denied at the cost of violence; historically, also, it 
has made eveiy concession without decisively touching its hold upon 
the central citadel of its power. The struggle for national education, 
the establishment of a system of factory inspection, the achievement 
of Plimsoll’s safety line in ships, the effort to prevent sweating in 
industry, the establishment of a standard of unemployment benefit 
which makes possible reasonable living conditions, the recognition 
of the right of the workers to use their collective strength in indus¬ 
trial bargaining, all these are merely illustrations of the two observa¬ 
tions I have made. Capitalism in its pursuit of profit has been, again 
1 Hansard, vol. 373, No. 91. July 29, 1941. Col. 1334. 
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as a simple matter of history, without conscience and without pity. 
The record of imperialism in Africa, reaffirmed in the war by the 
report on the copper mines of Rhodesia, the slums of our great 
cities, the denial, on profit-making grounds, of elementary amenities 
like lighting and water-supply to the great majority of the rural 
population, the fate of Jarrow in the inter-war years, 1 the fact that 
in our civilization, the second richest in the world thirty per cent of 
the population suffer from defec tive nutrition, hese, and things like 
these, are the framework within which the aspirations Mr. Bevin has 
noted have to be met. 

Nor is this all. The defeat of Hitlerism removes a grave threat to 
our security. It assures the ruling class that their privileges are free 
from the danger of external aggression. But it leaves our social and 
economic structure in a jeopardy the more profound because the 
chief motive to national unity will no longer be operative. There 
are the vast problems of the change-over from a war-economy to a 
peace-economy. There are the concurrent problems of demobiliza¬ 
tion with their implication of massive, and dangerous, psychological 
frustration. There is the need to reorganize the export trade, much 
of it with peoples likely to be long impoverished by the results of the 
war. There is the loss of our American investments, and our trans¬ 
formation into a debtor to the United States. There is the problem 
of transforming a European continent racked by hate and suffering 
to something approaching an ordered and stable life. There is the 
repercussion of the natural desire of men and women so long subject 
to the intense strain of total war to recover, if only for a brief hour, 
the wonted routine of that privilege to which they clung so passion¬ 
ately in the inter-war years. It is the habit of property to be timid 
and distrustful. Its power of ideological innovation has, historically 
been always well behind the needs that it confronts. In the inter-war 
years, with issues before it of much smaller magnitude, it shrank 
from the hazard of bold experiment. Not only did it distrust demo¬ 
cracy; where it had the power, and could organize the opportunity, 
it co-operated in the overthrow of democracy. Can we, before such 
evidence, conclude that the ruling class will assist in, perhaps 
preside over, operations which are intended to terminate their 
privilege? 

For, once again, I must emphasize that the character of our 
epoch will not be understood unless wc think of it in terms of an age 
like that of the Reformation. It is an epoch when the principles of 
the dominant economy can no longer fully exploit the forces of 

1 Cf. Miss Wilkinson’s amply documented record, Murder of a Town (1938). 
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production that are at their disposal. Its capacity to expand is ex¬ 
hausted; its contradictions have become the master of its purpose. 
That is why the values it was able to impose in its hey-day no longer 
command a general confidence. For their imposition is no longer 
associated with the fact of economic success. Within the legal frame¬ 
work of capitalist economy the achievement of profit is only possible 
at the expense of the well-being of the masses. And the fact that the 
masses have the franchise, the fact, further, of their organization 
into strong ttadc unions for the protection and enlargement of their 
standard oflife, means the certainty they will use their political and 
c< onomic power to secure fundamental adjustments in that legal 
framework. 

It is inevitable that this should occur. When it is felt that the 
legal framework of a social order inhibits men’s power to realize the 
lull potentialities of production an age of revolution is always at 
hand. And nothing exhibits its revolutionary character more pro¬ 
foundly than the moral crisis through which it passes. The sense that 
the classic values are in decay, the yearning for a new faith, the 
presence ol innumerable little groups which stand aside from the 
central movement of social forces, and proclaim that the truth is in 
them, the bieakdown, in .1 word, of the contemporary culture which 
some given system of c\onomic relationships supports, all these have 
been, in the past, as they are with ourselves, the index to the decisive 
bieakdown of a way oflife. Just as the replacement of feudalism by 
c apitalism exhibited these phenomena; just as, also, the replacement 
of the way of life of feudalism meant war and revolution, so it is 
with the end of capitalist society. That society expressed itself in the 
political lonn of democracy because those who profited by the 
transformation it achieved w'ere in need of the support of the masses 
to overcome the opposition they encountered. But the democracy 
t hey established alitei their victory halted at the frontiers of privilege. 
It was incomplete because it assumed that right was a function of 
ovvneislup, and vvhcie there was no ownership there was, instead 
ol tight, concession. The spectacle of capitalist democracy was, in 
lac t, alw ay. a cm ions one since the immanent principle of each part 
ol the alliance v< as m contradiction with that of the other part. But 
it was ac c epted because the range of the concessions the owners of 
piopeity could make was wide enough to satisfy the masses who 
clamoured lor them almost until our own day. 

It was accepted, fin (her, because, above all after the French 
Revolution, it was supported by the prestige and power of the 
national idea over all but a very small number of persons in demo- 
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cratic communities. It is, I think, broadly true to say that it has 
been exceptional for men to feel, as Lenin felt, that economic in¬ 
justice is worse than alien rule. Nationalism has therefore been able 
to unify men in the face of a common danger; and where the enemy 
has had the character of Hitlerism its power to unify has been wholly 
intelligible. The fact remains that, when the common danger is 
withdrawn, the economic issue between c lasses which the contrac¬ 
tion of capitalism involves becomes once more u ;ent. The problems 
then before democracy assume the form of an inescapable dilemma. 
Either capitalism must be able to resume its power 10 expand, and 
thus maintain its compatibility with democratic forms by resuming, 
also, its power to make concessions, or it must separate from its 
democratic context. In the latter event, it either ceases to be demo¬ 
cratic, which, almost certainly, means a rapid drift to some form of 
Fascism, or it is itself transformed by the acceptance of a new consti¬ 
tutive principle in economic organization. 

So stated, of course, I unduly simplify; the facts are more complex 
than we can summarize in our categories of thought. I am concerned 
to emphasize that the economic rulers of our society have moulded 
the state to purposes which sought, above all, the protection of the 
privileges inherent in their ownership; and that they could maintain 
their possession of the state as a democracy only so long as they were 
able to satisfy the masses. I am arguing that their ability to achieve 
this satisfaction has broken down, and that the profound moral 
crisis in wdiich we are involved is the proof of its breakdown. It 
follows that the 1 evolution of this moral crisis is only possible by 
restoring to the state the power to enforce its traditional discipline; 
and this power is a direct function of the economic success of the 
property-system which the state supports. In the absence of this 
success, there arc no common ends in which members of the com¬ 
munity feel that they sufficiently share to accept without conflict 
what they conceive to be its injustice and its irrationality. 

Here, of coui se, we encounter the great difficulty inherent in any 
society marked by inequalities as great as those between different 
classes in Britain or the United States. The inequalities w'hich seem 
patently indefensible to one class seem coincident with national 
well-being to another. The Marquess of Salisbury cannot conceive 
of a House of Lords the main purpose of whic h is not to frustrate the 
coming of socialism in Britain; the Labour Party cannot conceive of 
a House of Lords justified in frustrating the will of a government 
which has behind it a socialist majoihy in the electorate. American 
trade unions see in the Wagner Act something like the Magna 
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Carta of their freedom; American employers, in general, regard it 
as a wanton interference with the rights of business men to determine 
whom, and upon what terms, they shall employ. And behind these 
antithetic judgments there lie, often enough, long years of habit and 
prescription which make those who pronounce them deaf to the 
premisses upon which their opponents proceed. Periods of economic 
expansion give the leeway for accommodation because they give the 
time for adjustment. Periods of economic contraction make accom¬ 
modation far more difficult for the very simple reason that they 
tend to annihilate the category of time. They force men either to 
yield what they have been taught by long experience to regard as 
fundamental or they compel them to fight. That is the situation in 
which we find ourselves. It is merely postponed, it is not met, by the 
fact that, until Hitler is defeated, there is an overriding objective. 

The problem that the democracies confront in this regard could 
hardly be symbolized better than in the attitude of Mr. Churchill, in 
Britain, to reconstruction. The depth of Hitler's threat to British 
independence meant that he had to form a government of all 
parties when he assumed office as Prime Minister; for without the 
direct participation of the Labour Party he would not have been 
able to mobilize the full support of the working-class behfnd it. But, 
throughout his period of office, Mr. Churchill has been, quite 
obviously, in a seiious dilemma. Upon the issue of the need for 
victory there was behind him a nation than which, in all history, 
none has been more united. There was even considerable unity 
upon the nominal ends for which victory must be achieved. It was 
regarded on all hands as imperative that a defeated Germany must 
never again be able to use aggression as an instrument of national 
policy. It was univeisally accepted that there must be greater 
economic secuiity for the masses after the war. It was agreed that 
methods must be accepted which raised the standard of life for all 
peoples; a common prosperity, it was widely recognized, was the 
foundation of international peace, even that Germany and Italy 
must be participants in that prosperity. 

In the declaration of these aims, Mr. Churchill confronted no 
difficulty. On the methods by which they were to be secured he 
could make no pronouncement because there was no real agreement 
about them. On the one hand his leadership of the Conservative 
Party compelled him to insist that he stood for “traditional” Britain, 
with “a few practical measures of reconstruction.” On the other 
hand, his Labour colleagues confronted a constituency pledged to 
the radical transformation of “traditional” Britain, and uneasily 
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aware that it would be profoundly dissatisfied with any reconstruc¬ 
tion which did not at least begin the reorganization of capitalist 
foundations. Mr. Churchill understood that European recovery, 
when peace comes, was dependent upon the leadership of a Britain 
able to maintain the great ends of life in common, at peace, there¬ 
fore, within itself, and thus able to devote its main energies to the 
task of reconstruction. He expressed the hope *hat the Coalition 
Government over which he presided would last for some such period 
as three years after the Armistice that it might preside over European 
stabilization and recovery. 

Clearly enough, the continuance of the Coalition Government 
would depend upon the character of the terms Mr. Churchill could 
offer to the Labour Party. Publicly, at any rate, he would not 
announce those terms; and, publicly, also, the Labour Party could 
not ask for them lest their revelation showed the distance between 
the conceptions by which the partners in the Coalition were moved, 
the certainty that, once the overriding danger of Hitlerism had been 
overthrown, it could not in fact be bridged. More than this. The 
problems of an alliance between parties wedded, like Mr. Churchill’s, 
to the maintenance of capitalism, and one which, like the Labour 
Patty, has formally, at least, accepted the necessity for a socialist 
transformation of Britain was apparent in the character of the 
domestic measures for which the National Government has been 
responsible in the first two years or so of its life. Conservatism has 
been satisfied by the fact that no essential change has been made in 
the ownership or control of the economic system; the central citadel 
of capitalism in Britain remains untouched by the necessities ot 
organization for war. Labour has been placated by a series of social 
reforms, the virtual abolition of the household means test, the in¬ 
crease of old age pensions and workmen’s compensation payments, 
the advance of agricultural wages, and so on, all of which put 
plasters on old economic sores without raising the more delicate 
question of preventing the occurrence of the wounds. Each aspect of 
the compromise is a necessary process, because neither party to it 
dare risk the danger of raising, in any fundamental way, those 
questions which might strain that national unity the necessity of 
which danger imposes. The Labour Party has ceaselessly to re¬ 
member that the owning class in France preferred defeat and 
collaboration with Hitler to the abandonment of their privileges; 
the Conservatives dare not forget that, without the support of 
Labour, they cannot win a victory without which their privileges 
have no future. 
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I am aware that immense impersonal forces are at work in 
Britain which, whatever men may will, are certain, with peace, to 
bring profound changes in social and economic organization in their 
wake. The evacuation, the consolidation of industry, the new levels 
of taxation, the implications of the “Essential Work” order, the new 
techniques of production, the vast expansion in the potential sources 
of productivity, the changed lace of Britain which bombardment 
from the air has effected, all these are big w r ith revolutionary inci¬ 
dence. I am aware, too, that there is a great hunger everywhere for 
a new faith in which men can continue the unity of the war-years, 
and a willingness to see experiment for the discoveiy ot that faith. 

But there are three great difficulties which wc would be foolish to 
underestimate. The first is the difficulty that men alw ays feel when 
they are asked to surrender settled habits to the possibilities of the 
unknown. Moie people are in favour of gieat changes in general 
than will support any specific change in particular; and where the 
group deems itself adversely affected by some concrete proposal for 
specific change all its ingenuity is exerted to secure, usual y success¬ 
fully, its postponement until “after the war.” Postponement is the 
vice of coalitions. There is postponement of any real decision over 
the future of the banks, over the future of the land, over the future 
of railways and mines. 1 here is postponement of the need to con¬ 
front the issue of Indian self-government, the gtim poverty of the 
colonial populations, the problem of whether democracy can survive 
when the mass of its members cease to be educated just at the point 
where knowledge begins to exercise its fascination. A nation can 
alford the luxury of compromise when it has decided upon the goal 
at which it aims. It cannot afford that luxuiy when it is fearful of 
choosing the goal. 

'fhc second great difficulty is the widespread tendency, clearly 
related to the first, of thinking of reconstruction as something to be 
planned after the war instead of conceiving it as a process the nature 
of which is in fact determined by the social and economic methods 
by which the war is waged. For it is surely clear that if the goal 
cannot be defined when men are ready for great experiment, when 
the sense of danger has made them understand their intense depen¬ 
dence upon one another, it will be far more difficult to define it, at 
least in terms which command wide assent, when victory has made 
the need for sacrifice and accommodation seem so much less urgent. 
Every privilege, every injustice, every inefficiency, that go un¬ 
checked in wartime are given new' vigour with which to protect 
themselves when peace comes. Vested interests which, in war, have 
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staved off full subordination to the national effort are not likely, 
when its profound compulsions are withdrawn, to prove more 
amenable to adjustment. The evidence is already profound that, in 
this realm, immense opportunities have been missed. There is not, I 
think, any doubt that when, as France was falling, the Churchill 
government took absolute powers over the persons and property of 
its citizens, the nation was in a mood that v uld have permitted, 
even rejoiced in, large-scale experiments which, by defining the 
contours of reconstruction, would have shaped the necessary basis 
for its pattern in peace. But, in fact, while the power over persons has 
been exercised drastically, little use has been made of the power 
over property. A few farmers have been displaced for the inefficient 
use of their land; a few business firms have been reorganized on 
similar grounds. But, in the main, the disposition of economic forces 
will remain the same at the end of the war as it was at the begin¬ 
ning ; with the important difference only that the concentration of 
industry, in the interest of the most efficient use of manpower, will 
give the large units of production a position of pivotal advantage 
over the small man. Since large-scale state-intervention is inevitable 
at the end of the war, this means, in the absence of safeguards, a 
direct and massive strengthening of the general drift towards 
monopoly capitalism. 

The third great difficulty to which I must draw attention is, 
naturally enough, more obvious in Britain than it is in America. In 
an epoch such as our own, nothing is so essential to the maintenance 
of democracy as great leadership, and, in an ultimate sense, great 
leadership means the power to make the possible inevitable. Demo¬ 
cracy has not merely, if it is to survive, to win the war; it has got, as 
I have sought to show, to decide while it is organizing victory, what 
it is to win the war for. But the organization of the war-effort is 
itself so immense and absorbing a task that the main energies of our 
leaders are devoted to its problems. The war receives their attention; 
the future receives the rhetoric of their perorations. When the battle 
sways over half the world, the ability to separate themselves from its 
immediacies is the rarest of qualities. The tasks of the day press so 
insistently upon their attention that it seems extravagant to give 
their time to what they think of as the problems of to-morrow. What, 
so far, they have eit her failed to see, or failed to act upon, is the fact 
that the problems of to-morrow are already the problems of to-day; 
for the decisions they take to-day set the frame in which the problems 
of to-morrow are shaped. No British statesman, for example, has 
given this nation any guide comparable in character with the chart 
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provided for the American people by President Roosevelt in his 
message to Congress of January 6, 1941. It is true that no statesman 
of any nation has surpassed Mr. Churchill in his power to steel the 
endurance of our people to whatever dangers it may have to meet. 
But beyond his emphasis on the need to endure for victory Mr. 
Churchill has not gone. He has not asked the nation to accept the 
ends he conceives that endurance should serve. It is with the main¬ 
tenance of past glories rather than with the organization of future 
promise that he had been overwhelmingly concerned. 

I have said that the problems of to-morrow are already the prob¬ 
lems of to-day; and there is one aspect of the failure to act upon this 
view which deserves a special annotation. This war is a war for the 
soul of the peoples of the world. We have the task not only of 
breaking Hitlerism but also of enabling those whom he has con¬ 
quered to recover their self-respect by participating in his over¬ 
throw. We seek, that is, to provoke such a resistance to his authority 
as will assume, when the shadows of his defeat begin to lengthen, the 
proportions of a revolution. But this resistance and this revolution we 
seek to provoke to reaffirm the faith of the peoples in the democratic 
principle. It is hard to see how this can be achieved save as we 
demonstrate the power of democracy to master those economic 
problems, poverty, insecurity, the life of endless toil, ignorance, 
which were the environment out of which Hitlerism was bom. We 
know that Hitlerism is evil, ugly, ruthless; we have got to reckon 
with the fact not only that it is an idea which has imposed itself, but 
an idea against which its victims are impotent save as we give them 
the hope of a future in which they find the present courage to resist. 
What we have to prevent is that they should fall into that numb 
acceptance of their servitude which is the predominant mood of the 
German and Italian peoples. 

And what we have to remember is that every evil which defaces 
our national life, every injustice which can be exploited in our 
system, every problem we fail to tackle, is a weapon in the hands of 
Hitlerism. We summon the conquered peoples to revolt; but there 
is the danger that our summons to them may seem a call to exchange 
one master for another. They hear ceaselessly from the exponents of 
Nazism of the limitations of our democracy; we have to make it 
plain to them how' we arc transcending those limitations. But the 
way to make it plain is to embark now upon the task of transcen¬ 
dence. The defect of all our political warfare is that it consists of 
eloquent, but vague, pledges about the future, instead of the narra¬ 
tive of concrete achievements in the present. It is not an effective 
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answer to the Nazi idea to promise the preservation of “traditional” 
Britain, even with a few, but unspecified, “practical measures of 
reconstniction.” We evoke the resistance that becomes revolution, 
we maintain the self-respect that becomes democracy, by example 
and not by precept, by great measures and not by great perorations. 

I have already emphasized the resemblance of the mental climate 
of our time to the age of the Reformation, and that resemblance 
provides an example upon which it is worth w.iile to dwell. One of 
the striking features of that age is the courage and endurance of men 
who braved torture and death for their beliefs. The secret of their 
courage was their faith in a certain salvation. Our problem consists 
in providing a similar faith for our own generation. So far, it is 
obvious, we have not provided it. Nor will it come, as some speculate, 
from a miraculous recovery of faith in the supernatural. The condi¬ 
tions which made Catholic and Protestant alike faithful, under all 
hazards, to their ideal have largely disappeaied; for our day, the 
promises which matter are not the rewards of an altcr-life, but the 
rewards attainable in this world. There is, for the masses, no promise 
of such rewards, save with the possible exception of the Soviet 
Union, and until that promise becomes real and tangible, the faith 
we require is not likely to be forthcoming. Of the impact that faith 
can have, of the ilan it contributes to effort, I have already spoken 
when, in an earlier chapter, I compared the psychological habits of 
the Puritan with those of the Bolshevik. It is, of course, an altitude 
which has its dangers, not less than its inciits; but it is the funda¬ 
mental temper in which great achievement is possible. 

My point is that in the present condition of democracy, both in 
Britain and in America, that faith is not available to the masses. 
There is, no doubt at all, courage in abundance, resolution, a power 
to hold that has not been surpassed in any previous age. But the 
circumstances in which these qualities opeiate are negative and not 
positive circumstances. No one can have any deep or frequent 
contact with the masses in this country without the conviction that 
this is the case. The deep determination for victory is accompanied 
by an anxiety about the shape of things to come not less deep. There 
is vivid remembrance of the promise and hopes of 1914-18 and their 
frustration in the inter-war years. There is a passionate yearning for 
economic security, a ceaseless demand that statesmen offer proof 
that it can be made real. Talk of “a new world after the war” is 
received with scepticism and not with conviction. There is a restless 
fear that none of the political parties will prove equal to the tasks 
before them. Even those most convinced that, under Mr. Churchill’s 
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leadership, the nation can win this war proffer no certitude that it 
will win the peace. It is a nation blooding over its issues, watchful 
as never before, of its leaders, eager for assurances that it does not 
yet feel it has received. It is keenly alive to the nature of the prob¬ 
lems it will face; it is grimly dubious whether its leaders have the 
imaginative audacity to face them. 

But of two things it is, I am confident, sure. From its awareness 
of what it has endured, it has recovered that self-respect which it 
visibly lost in the “appeasement” period. And because it has re¬ 
covered its self-respect, it is in a fighting mood about its freedom. It 
sets that freedom, as never before, in the context of equality; it will 
enf'oite attention to that context. The common people will fail in 
nothing that victory calls for; but anyone who has seen and talked 
with them, at night in the air-raid shelters, in the hours when dark¬ 
ness approaches when the long trek commences to some hoped-for 
safety in the countryside, or at the benches in the factories when 
they discuss with freedom the habits of their masters, anyone who 
has seen and talked with them can be quite certain that the freedom 
for whic h they are told they ate fighting is a freedom for which they 
propose to fight. Soldier and sailor, aiiman and the seamen of the 
merchant navy, docker and engineer, shipbuilder and miner, they 
know that they have saved Britain; in a half-articulate way, they 
suspect that they have saved civilization. They will demand their 
pi ice. They aic not going back to a Britain of mass-unemployment, 
of distiessed ate,is, of a Coventry and a Plymouth, a London and a 
Merseyside, to be rebuilt for the profit of the ground landlord and 
the speculative conttactor. They will fight for their right to be safe¬ 
guarded against these things against any force that privilege may 
deploy against them. I do not think they arc certain that they will 
win. I am confident only that they will not be deprived of security 
and hope without conflict. It, they say, this is a people’s war, then it 
must issue in a people’s peace. 

That is the problem they pose to their rulers; that, also, is the 
problem about which their rulers have to make up their minds. I 
do not think theie is ground for saying that their rulers will satisfy 
their aspirations. It is, no doubt, true that, on their own premisses, 
their rulers will make a genuine, even generous, effort to satisfy 
them. The issue is whether the premisses of their rulers are near 
enough to the premisses of the masses to make possible a revolution 
by consent. It is an issue vaguely felt as the fundamental issue all 
over the world. It is, indeed, seen fundamentally, the issue about 
which this war is being fought, for the real pmpose of Hitler is to 
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transform the world into a vast latifundium operated for the benefit 
of the German people in exchange for his retention of autocractic 
power. It was the issue, also, about which cohered the main differ¬ 
ences between President Roosevelt and the business men of America. 
Quite simply, it is the issue of whether, in th* terms Matthew Arnold 
liked to use, the privileged class in a democracy will, without com¬ 
pulsion, choose equality and flee greed. Were it to make that choice 
the relations of production would become, once again, propor¬ 
tionate to the forces of production; democracy could transform 
capitalism and so surmount the contradictions which at present 
threaten its destruction. Were it to make that choice, a democracy 
at bay would have made its supreme hour of danger its supreme 
hour of opportunity as well. The choice, on any serious analysis, is 
a very clear choice. A revolution by consent permits the affirmation 
of democratic principles over a wider area and with greater strength. 
A revolution by violence, even if it be successful, is bound to suspend 
the procedures of democracy. Even if it be successful, we know from 
1789 and 1917 that it ushers in an iron age. If it fail, it takes men, as 
Hitler seeks to take them, into an ugly jungle in which the dignity 
of man is sacrificed to the crude lust for power. 

This, I say, is what we are deciding. It is important to remember 
that the time for our decision is short. The possibility of revolution 
by consent will last only as long as the drama of war makes the 
common interest more compelling than any private interest; it will 
not survive the natural urge that peace will bring to recover our 
wonted routines. With peace, men will stake out their claims with a 
fierceness made more sharp by expectation, on the one hand, and 
prescription on the other. Their differences will be the more in¬ 
capable of compromise because the sense of frustration will be so 
much the more deep. The time for our decision is short. r lhe pro¬ 
spects which hang on that decision quite literally determine the 
character of civilization in the next epoch. Rarely has there been an 
age in which so many have given so much that freedom may have a 
new birth. What response their generosity will evoke we do not yet 
know. We may at least dare still to hope because the die is not yet 
cast. 


L 
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The confusion of a revolutionary epoch makes all simplicity in 
political speculation a dangerous luxury. It is easy to define ends; 
it is far more difficult to agree upon the means of their realization. 
It is easy to say that this is a war for democracy and freedom; it is 
far more difficult to translate democracy and freedom into the 
individual lives of men and women. It is easy to say that we fight 
against the totalitarian idea; it is less easy to admit that to fight 
against it successfully means running grave risks of becoming like 
our enemy. When nations are fighting for their lives, ethical pre¬ 
cision is not one of their primary considerations. We insist that the 
world cannot endure half-slave, half-free; but we can convince 
ourselves of the need to “appease” General Franco who has turned 
Spain into one gigantic prison. We placate the authoritarian Salazar 
in Portugal. We denounce the ugly anti-Semitism of Hitler; but we 
patronize a provisional Polish government which uses the funds we 
place at its disposal for the indirect propagation of an anti-semitism 
hardly less vicious. We speak in high teims of the right of a people 
to govern itself; but we keep twelve thousand Indians in jail because 
they take that right to heart. We denounce the racial arrogance of 
Nazi Germany; but we confine the major positions in the colonial 
civil service to “persons of European descent.” 

To find our way through the complicated maze of contradictions 
in which we are involved makes it impossible to accept any simple 
formula as the certain way to peace and the plenty that might be 
built upon peace. Too much of the future is a sealed book we cannot 
open. Too many of the interests, national, economic, racial, for 
which we have to find a common level of well-being, exist at different 
levels of power and of development to make the road to our ends 
direct and obvious, l oo many legacies of hate will be left by this 
war for the necessary collaboration to be easy. All we can do, in 
any assessment of the possibilities before us, is to follow the few 
gleams in the dark which seem to beckon us forward, to remember, 
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above all, that it is hopeless to attempt even any conscious control 
of our fate unless we bring experimentalism and audacity to the 
ends we seek. The one quality which will assure our failure is lack 
of courage. 

Yet, vast though our ignorance is, certain things in our situation 
are clear. The two world wars mark the close of the epoch which 
began with the Reformation. They bring us, whatever we may 
wish, to the certainty of a planned society. Lither, as it develops, 
we find ways of redefining a common system of accepted values, 
and a common procedure to give them currency, or we can be 
certain that divergencies between state-interests in this interdepen¬ 
dent world will lead inescapably to a new outbreak of war. But this 
means that our movement into a planned society involves agree¬ 
ment upon the purposes of planning. There is not an atom of reason 
to suppose that a planned society as such means an increase of 
well-being for ordinary people unless the plan is deliberately geared 
to that end. Compared, indeed, with Britain and America the 
experience of planned societies we have so far had has meant a 
diminution and not an increase of well-being. They have been 
built around the acceptance of three general principles the ugliness 
of which is manifest. They have relied upon a massive secret police 
to control the public expression of any private experience critical 
of the planners. They have prevented the free choice by the masses 
of those who control the state-power. To maintain the planners in 
control of its authority they have been driven, by a dreadful logic, 
to identify all serious opposition with treason. Hence Mussolini’s 
murder of Matteotti, Hitler’s purge of June 30, 1934, and the grim 
series of treason-trials in the Soviet Union. 

A planned society may easily be built by the sacrifice of individual 
freedom to that collective state-power operated by the rulers of the 
society. To fight totalitarianism, we are ourselves compelled to plan; 
and, thereby, we run the danger that, in defeating it, we reproduce 
its habits in our own lives. For we know that the price of its defeat 
is that we cannot preserve the traditional civilization of the past. 
The war has meant an economic revolution the whole impetus of 
which is towards the development of giant industry at the expense 
of the small producer; there will be no going back upon that 
development. It has meant a degree of state-intervention which 
has altered the whole pattern of social and governmental habits. 
If we are to plan our civilization for democracy and freedom thereby, 
a priori we rule out a return to the basic pattern of the inter-war 
years. For implicit in that pattern were the strains and stresses 
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which made Hitler and Mussolini possible, which brought Britain 
and the United States to the verge of economic disaster in the 
great depression. The inter-war years have made it clear that 
democracy cannot survive in the presence of things like mass- 
unemployment and distressed areas. The citizen looks to the state- 
power to redress their consequences; and if those who build its 
authority fail him, then he will listen to any voice which pledges 
its use lb 1 his aid. 1 he pledge may be given, as Hitler and Mussolini 
gave it, with no seiious thought ofits redemption. But, given honestly 
or dishonestly, the pledge will be exacted; its exaction means inter¬ 
ventionism; and interventionism means planning. At some point 
our historic situation marks its inevitability. What we seek to plan 
for arr democrat y and freedom; for planning that does not aim at 
these must make war that it may offer by conquest the fruits it 
cannot gather by peaceful advance. What, then, do we mean when 
we say that we seek to plan for democracy and freedom? 

A democratic society is as much a matter of the spiritual inter¬ 
relations of its members as of the forms through which it is ruled. 
It requites that the effective responsibility of rulers to citizens shall 
be capable of continuous enforcement without resort to violence. 
It requires the choice of those rulers by citizens against whom 
there is no discrimination on grounds of religion or race or sex, 
colour or wealth. This is its procedural foundation: a system of 
universal suffrage which enables the peaceful and periodic choice 
of the rulers to be made. 

But let us be clear that this procedure cannot be separated from 
certain conditions which alone give meaning to the idea of respon¬ 
sibility A democratic society lives by maintaining a rule of law to 
which no citizen is superior. It depends, therefore, upon its capacity 
continuously to maintain respect for the laws it seeks through its 
government to enforce. In the long run, respect for laws is born of 
their outcome from consent and not from coercion; a society in 
whic h the secret police and the concentration camp arc the main 
instruments of obedience will not for long retain a unity of purpose 
within its membership. And the'habit of respect for law is, again in 
the long run, born of the citizen’s sense that the society as a going 
concern affords him and his like the capacity to satisfy the expec¬ 
tations he deems legitimate and that this capacity is maintained 
by the law for which his respect is sought. If that sense is absent 
over a period from any considerable or powerful minority, demo¬ 
cratic methods arc certain to break down. 

That is why, as I have sought to show in the first chapter of this 
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book, democracy depends upon the power of reason over men’s 
minds, why, also, fear and insecurity aie fatal to that power. That 
is why, further, a democratic system is only likely to endure so long 
as men feel that they have the great ends of life in common, that 
the values they seek to realize are the same values. They a r e likely 
to feel this whenever they share in an expanding welfare under 
institutions rendered dear by traditional prescription, or whenever, 
as with ourselves to-day, their dilfcrences ar< forgotten in a great 
common danger they can uniie to repel with all their energy. My 
argument therefore depends upon the premiss that, with the defeat 
of Hitler, democracy will be in jeopardy everywhere unless it 
expresses an economic system capable of offering the world expand¬ 
ing welfare. I have argued that this welfare cannot any longer be 
attained within the framework of the productive relations capitalism 
imposes. We have, therefore, to transcend those relations if we wish 
to maintain democracy. 

To plan, of course, is essentially to disturb existing economic 
relations, and the difficulty, even the danger, of such disturbance 
needs no emphasis. Revolution in Russia, counter-revolution in 
Italy and Germany, these have been the price of the disturbance in 
our own generation. Even under the grave compulsion of total 
war, our rulers have sought so to plan that no powerful interest 
was disaffected by the disturbance that it suffered; how great an 
influence the example of those Frenchmen who preferred surrender 
to disturbance has wrought in the British government, both con¬ 
sciously and unconsciously, we shall never know. The United States 
is less habituated than ourselves to a gracious screening of its govern¬ 
mental relations from the public view. There, at least, we already 
know in ample measure that the President has had gravely to limit 
the possibilities of planned production, in almost every phase of the 
American rearmament programme, by the fear that under dis¬ 
turbance of existing economic relations it would jeopardize the co¬ 
operation he needs from big business; and the entry of some, at 
least, of its leaders into the Office of Productive Management was 
set at least as much by their resolve to set the limits of disturbance 
as by their desire to speed production. Ideally, we should have 
planned the maximum use of our resources for victory without 
regard to the effect of planning upon vested interests. Actually, we 
have known that such planning would have broken against psycho¬ 
logical resistances it would have been powerless to overcome. 

I do not for one moment say that those resistances have been 
unpatriotic. They are the outcome of a system the mental climate 



166 REFLECTIONS ON THE REVOLUTION OF OUR TIME 

of which made a different way of thought impossible. They are 
part of the price we pay for an unequal society in which production 
is geared to the profit-making motive. A system of habits behind 
which there is the drive of some three hundred years of successful 
enterprise does not, even in an emergency, abandon its premisses 
in a sudden flash of inspiration, as a man suddenly catches a vision 
of new truth in the realm of religious faith. Habit dies hard, and it 
is not easily amenable to a reason which does not start from its own 
premisses. We can see that if we compare the relative ease with 
which the poor adapted themselves to the billeting necessitated by 
evacuation with the difficulties of adjustment encountered by the 
rich. With the poor, narrowness of accommodation and the sharing 
of burdens were, with a lack of privacy, part of the normal back¬ 
ground of experience; the reception of evacuees was a quantitative 
change only in their lives. But for the rich it was an invasion of 
habits by people whose mores were set in a different perspective 
from their own; and the effort acceptance of it, even as a temporary 
measure, required of them was only less great than the ingenuities 
they displayed in finding ways of evading their responsibilities. 

The central problem of the war for British democracy has been 
the full mobilization of its resources and the adequate adaptation 
of its habits to a purpose the fulfilment of which meant massive 
changes in the assumptions of the pre-war way of life. Predominantly 
this had to be done by consent; to do it by coercion would have 
destroyed that unity of the national will upon which victory de¬ 
pended. That has meant that much of the planning we have 
embarked upon has been an inadequate compromise. It has meant, 
also, that the degree to which we could go beyond the limits com¬ 
promise involved has been dependent upon the degree to which 
men and women have felt the gravity of the danger. Clearly, for 
example, the grim weeks after Dunkirk evoked a greater effort and 
offered greater possibilities of innovation than the weeks, in the 
summer of 1941, when the concentration of the whole German 
effort against the Soviet Union seemed to remove the instancy of 
attack. The ease with which citizens returned, in this later period, 
to many of their normal habits measured something of the diffi¬ 
culties a planned society will face when the absence oif the dramatic 
compulsion of war involves the interference with economic relation¬ 
ships without the psychological background which persuades men 
that it is necessary and justified. 

If we are to plan for a society capable of expanding welfare then 
it is clear that we must dig long fingers into the foundations of 
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property. Unless we change, with a reorganized productive relation, 
the motives of our society, that capacity will confront vested interests 
which will strike it into impotence. For this capacity is not a function 
of an abstract goodwill functioning in a vacuum; it is a function of 
a concrete goodwill which has the possibility of fulfilment within 
the framework of the society in which it operates. For we must 
remember that planning, as such, is a neutral exercise; whether it 
be democratic or undemocratic depends upon he purpose by which 
it is informed. Planning in Italy and Germany has been harnessed 
to the service of the privileged few; planning in the Soviet Union 
has been harnessed to the service of the masses. With ourselves, the 
purpose of such planning as we have attempted has been victory 
in the field; the end that victory is to serve has not, save in a purely 
conceptual way, entered into the calculations of statesmen. The 
whole effort has been a Vast improvisation the parties to which 
have, by almost a conspiracy of silence, agreed not to raise questions 
of principle which might create difficulties for the constituency to 
which each appeals. By common consent, the waging of total war 
is revolutionary in its incidence; but, by a consent among political 
leaders almost as universal, the purpose of the revolution is a matter 
postponed from consideration until victory is won. 

It is central to the argument I am making in this book that we 
cannot postpone the issue of the purpose of a planned society with¬ 
out jeopardizing the existence of democracy when the war is over. 
The reason for this is simple. The atmosphere of war permits, and 
even compels, innovations and experiments that are not possible 
when peace returns. The invasion of our wonted routine of life 
accustoms us to what William James called the vital habit of break¬ 
ing habits. We adjust ourselves to the claims of a new world. We 
make responses to demands to which we were previously deaf. We 
find ourselves stimulated to exertions, even sacrifices, we did not 
know we had it in us to make. Common danger builds a basis for 
a new fellowship the future of which is dependent wholly upon 
whether the foundations are temporary or permanent. If they are 
temporary, then the end of the war sees the resumption of all our 
previous differences exacerbated tenfold by the grave problems it 
will have left. If they are permanent, then there is at least the 
possibility that we can find our way peacefully to the end we seek. 
What, above all, we require is time to discover how, in the new 
world we shall have entered with the cessation of hostilities, we can 
maintain the great ends of life in common. The menace of external 
danger will have gone, with it the major impulse to adaptation and 
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sacrifice. Unless, at that stage, the foundations of a world have been 
laid in which men can discover the right to hope they will think 
too differently to settle their disagreements in terms of peace. The 
margin between their assumptions will be too wide to be bridged 
by discussion, by the give and take of rational compromise. If that 
becomes the position, it is obvious that the preservation of democracy 
will no longer be possible. 


II 

It is only necessary to think of the scale our post-war problems 
are certain to assume to recognize that this is neither a distorted 
nor an exaggerated picture. The transformation of our economy 
from a war to a peace basis; the demobilization of the armed forces; 
the rebuilding of the vast areas that have been bombed; the return 
of the innumerable evacuees in some ordered and coherent plan; 
the establishment of those piiorities in material reconstruction which 
the nature of the rebuilding will call for, the agreement about the 
future place of agiiculturc in our national economy; the terms of 
maintenance for the unemployed in the period in which they await 
economic reabsorption; the resumption, and the level of resump¬ 
tion, of services like education; merely to enumerate items in the 
range of our problems is to give an index to their scale but not to 
their intensity. And wc have to face those problems with the know¬ 
ledge that, during the war, we have purchased our national unity 
by accepting, as common ground between all classes, those four 
freedoms of which President Roosevelt has spoken so eloquently. 
They mean that, on the economic plane, we are committed to three 
principles. We have to prevent the re-emergence of mass-unemploy¬ 
ment. We have to prevent the re-emergence of distressed areas. 
We have to prevent the rebuilding of Britain from becoming an 
opportunity to profiteer by the ground landlord and the speculative 
builder. 

What we have demonstrated in the war-years is that an over¬ 
mastering social purpose can, in terms of planning, prevent these 
things. Within limits, no doubt, we have subordinated the profit¬ 
making motive to the victory of that purpose. By common agree¬ 
ment, that subordination was necessary if victory was to be won; 
the only real debate, since 1939, was whether the degree of sub¬ 
ordination effected was adequate to the end in view. Planning for 
victory in war has created inescapable expectations in the masses 
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of the possibilities of planning for increased material welfare when 
peace comes. But it is important to realize that, so far, every con¬ 
scious step we have taken is temporary in character. If the war were 
to end to-morrow, no permanent change would have been effected 
in the relations of production; and we should have lost the decisive 
urge to innovation. Exactly as after 1918 the pressure on ancient 
habits and traditions would suddenly be withdrawn. The old motives 
would imperceptibly resume their sway; and the power of reason 
to prevail would be limited by the necessity of its operation within 
the limits provided by those motives. On experience, that means a 
post-war boom of a temporary character; and then a grim period 
in which we settle down to the recurrence of boom and slump 
which leads to political crises no longer compatible with democratic 
institutions. 

I am not arguing for a moment that anyone, whatever his political 
complexion, desires a return after the war to the conditions of the 
inter-war years. No one wants mass-unemployment; no one wants 
distressed areas; no one wants to see profiteering out of the re¬ 
building of Britain. But unless we make fundamental changes now 
in the fundamental character of our economic system all these 
things will inevitably occur whatever may be our desires; for, in 
the absence of planned control, all these things arc inherent in the 
economic system. We can begin those changes now because the 
atmosphere is prepared for their reception. It is highly doubtful 
whether we can make them by consent when that atmosphere is 
absent. It is the more doubtful because the effort the war requires 
will induce in many, above all in those who have agreed to the 
suspension of privilege, a fatigue, a hunger for the ancient ways, 
which it will be difficult to resist. Each class in the community will 
remember its own sacrifices; it will find it difficult to retain propor¬ 
tionate remembrance of the sacrifice of other classes. Our attitude 
to the soldier and sailor and airman who are, to-day, winning the 
war for us, is going to be very different from our attitude to them 
as unemployed men, supported by the community, and making no 
return to its productive effort. We must not forget that in all of us 
will be the knowledge that poverty and insecurity are our failures; 
and our sense of guilt will transform itself into hate of those who 
suffer from our guilt. The victims of the system will, in their turn, 
have a sense of anger and indignation deepened by the knowledge 
that this will be the second time in a generation we have chosen 
an economics of scarcity instead o r an economics of abundance. 
We shall have the same tragic spectacle as after 1919 of demand for 



REFLECTIONS ON THE REVOLUTION OF OUR TIME 


170 

economies in national expenditure that the level of taxation may 
be rcduc cd; there will be, as in the period symbolized by the axe 
of Sir Eric Gcddes, the sacrifice of the amenities of the many to the 
maintcnanc e of the luxuries of the few. That way, assuredly, lies 
disaster. 

But that way, assuredly, we shall take unless, with conscious 
put pose, we set out now upon another way. Either we build now 
to make possible the movement from an economics of scarcity to 
an economics of abundance, or, with, no doubt, special features 
which our own historical traditions will provide, we shall move 
irresistibly towards a fascism of our own making. Indeed, we have 
to recognize that, without the organization of fundamental change 
now, the c hanges which the war has compelled will set our feet 
irresistibly in that diiection. For a planned economy which has 
concentrated the- ownership of the means of production in fewer 
hands than e\ci before is bound to gear the purposes of the state- 
power to their purposes. Historically, the character of an owning 
class is the determining factor in those purposes; the masses can 
only either vote to change the scat of economic power or vote to 
maintain it. But, historically also, the acceptance of a change by 
vote is one of the* rarest phenomena of history. It is achieved only 
when the e lass in possession of the state feels confident that it will 
be defeated. On the evidence, it appears that Solon was able to 
secure an acceptanc e of this kind; and there is a sense, perhaps, in 
which the passage of the Reform Act of 1832 was the peaceful 
registration of a transfer of politic al power to the class w r hose eco¬ 
nomic authoiity was already predominant—a transfer, it must be 
added, diicctly related to the results of twenty years of violent 
conflict in the seventeenth century. 'The movement of things in our 
own epoc h seems to me to make it highly unlikely that the pre¬ 
cedent it it be a pi credent- of 1832 will be repeated. For, in the 
first place, economic power is not predominantly in the hands of 
those vs ho press for a 1 e-definition of the state-purpose; and, in the 
second place, the impulse to a peaceful settlement will be far less 
compelling then than it is to-day. The owning-class, in choosing 
peace, may be* asked to sunender privilege, but they are bound to 
remember that they can retain privilege at the expense of democracy. 
They can easily recover all the arguments of the pre-war years by 
which so manv of them almost convinced themselves in the dis- 
tuibed atmosphere by which they were irritated that there was a 
good deal to be said for Hitler and Mussolini. They know now, of 
course, that both arc evil men. Would they feel the same sense of 
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evil about a British Fascist leader if, after victory and some months 
or years of profound internal strife, he would assure them of safety 
for their privileges? 

It is, of course, easy to say that this is not the British way. Cen¬ 
turies of political experience have given us a genius for compromise. 
We stumble into solutions because we have, as perhaps no other 
people but the American, the political instinct. The democratic 
principle is too deeply rooted in our experience for its surrender to 
be possible. I think there is a core of truth in all these affirmations. 
But what has given them that core of truth is, I suspect, a special 
set of historical circumstances the impact of which no longer carries 
with it the old validity. I think all those affirmations were reason¬ 
able when three conditions obtained. They were reasonable when 
our economic supremacy was so outstanding that the power of 
piivilege to go on making concessions without injury to its essential 
authority was a continuous power; that is no longer the case. The 
economic leadership of the next generation belongs to the United 
States, and we shall find it difficult enough, on any basis, to main¬ 
tain our ground. They were reasonable, secondly, when our insularity 
was a vital protection to us in any conflict in which we were in¬ 
volved ; it meant that we did not n.eed a standing army based upon 
conscription—the absence of which was the real basis of the middle- 
class triumph in Britain—and that by reliance on that naval supre¬ 
macy bought with our economic predominance, we were a vital 
factor on land in any European war. The course of events since 
1939 has profoundly and permanently altered our situation in this 
regard. These affirmations were reasonable, thirdly, when the 
postulates of our economic system implied expanding welfare. This, 
as I have argued, is no longer true of ourselves or of any society 
built upon those postulates. We are losing, if we have not already 
lost, the elbow-room which permitted to us, as it permitted to no 
other major European power, the maintenance of democracy upon 
a capitalist basis. And to these peculiar characteristics there may 
well be added that the imperialist basis of our compromise is quite 
certain to lose, above all in India, in the post-war years the impres¬ 
sive tnaterial contribution it made to the maintenance of social 
peace. 

We have passed, in short, the stage when we can rely upon some 
mysterious virtue in our national character to pull us through our 
difficulties unless we provide that national character with adequate 
opportunity to display once more its mysterious virtue. If we main¬ 
tain capitalism as the basis of our economy, then we must operate 
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our system within the categories of the logic it entails. We must 
maintain, that is, an acquisitive society dominated by supply and 
demand in terms of profit-making; the purposes of the state-power 
must he harnessed to the need of those w'ho own the instruments 
of production to make profit. On these terms, both the commodities 
we produce and the principles of distribution must be set by the 
social habits a capitalist system enforces. We can amend its results 
to conformity with the habits of democracy precisely so far as we 
do not thereby injure the central requirement of capitalism that 
it is worth while fox capitalists to go on producing in texms of their 
ability to make profit. But if, as 1 am urging, that amendment has 
Ltcn laised to a level where this ability no longer exists, it follows 
that we must either abandon capitalism or abandon democracy. 
We cannot make the best of two worlds whose basic principles are 
in c ontiaciic (ion with one another. 

This it is, 1 add, which makes nonsense of Mr. Churchill’s insis¬ 
tence that he is not interested in a new economic order; that he 
seeks to maintain “traditional England” subject only to a few 
piacticul measures of reconstruction. That possibility is not open to 
him for two reasons: first, “traditional England,” in his sense, has 
already been made obsolete by the changes the war has involved; 
and, second, anyone who seeks to maintain it seeks to perpetuate 
a system from the implications of which at least a third of the elec¬ 
torate vigorously dissented. The conditions which built “traditional 
England” no longer exist. The question that men in Mr. Churchill’s 
position have to answer E, what is to be the basis of the new England? 
As 1 have sought to show, the character of the new problems it is 
already obvious that new England will confront make it fantastic 
to sugge st that a “lew practical measures of reconstruction” can 
cope with them. By the inherent nature of our position the need is 
now inescapable to remake the foundations of our society; and the 
vital decision we have to take turns on the purpose which is to 
inform those foundations. 

If we arc agreed that the purpose is to maintain democracy in 
Britain as a going concern, then the issue it raises is twofold. First, 
it is the issue of renewing the power to expand welfare; second it 
is the choice of the appropriate moment at which to begin that 
renewal. The renewal of the power to expand welfare is, as I have 
argued, dependent upon an alteration in the basic productive 
relations of society. We have reached a point in the evolution of 
capitalism where the vested interests it protects makes it impossible 
tor its habits any longer to exploit with adequacy the implications 
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of our potential productive capacity. This impossibility is revealed 
by four basic weaknesses in the functioning of our system. Capital¬ 
ism, first, involves a progressively increasing number of unemployed, 
and a lower relative wage for those whom it does employ. Capitalism, 
secondly, progressively raises prices without a corresponding increase 
in vyages; the result is its inability to solve the problem of distri¬ 
bution. Capitalism, in the thud place, distributes an excessive pro¬ 
portion of social income to the rich; with the result that wealth, 
and, therefore, economic power, is increasingly centralized in a 
few hands. Capitalism, finally, ceases to be capable of that con¬ 
tinuous expansion which enables it to make continuous concessions 
of welfare to the many. In the face of these basic weaknesses, the 
relations of a capitalist society are in contradiction with its forces 
of production in precisely the same way as the legal relations of 
feudalism were in contradiction with the productive forces of the 
sixteenth century. Either we resolve that contradiction, or we face 
the same attempt at its forcible adjustment as characterized the 
three centuries before 1789. 

I have discussed this issue with special reference to the situation 
in Great Britain; it is important to realize that the same tendencies 
are at work, if with retarded effect, in the United States. 1 The great 
depression, and the New Deal which was its direct consequence, 
warn us that the history of American capitalism has reached, with 
the disappearance of the frontier, much the same situation as we 
ourselves confront. That is why the policy ot President Roosevelt 
has resulted in reform appearing to American capitalists as the 
antithesis of recovery; that is why, also, there has appeared on the 
American horizon that profound suspicion of majority rule which 
always marks the end of that leeway which, in the past, has enabled 
capitalism to respond to the insistent demands of democracy. It is 
Significant that, all over the world, a public works programme 
initiated by the state is essential to the maintenance ol democracy. 
In Fascist states, that programme assumes the character of a drive 
to military conquest; it is hoped to discover a new equilibrium 
from the loot of empires. But democratic states are endangered by 
the Fascist threat; and they are relentlessly compelled to a com¬ 
petition in the realm of armaments of which the consequence is the 
fear and insecurity which lead to war. We reach the fantastic posi- 
tion, in a capitalist regime, that war is ncccssaiy to obtain that full 
employment internally which makes possible domestic peace. 

1 The American position is admirably set out by Lewis Corey, The Decline of 
American Capitalism (1934), and J. M. Blair, Seeds of Destruction (1938). 
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Obviously, this is no permanent solution. Obviously, at some 
stage, we have to discover the conditions, economic and psycho¬ 
logical, which make possible the peaceful resumption of expanding 
welfare. At the moment, it is upon the second of these issues that I 
wish to lay emphasis. It seems to me clear that the moment to 
embark upon innovation is that at which the minds of men are 
attuned to the idea of change. If we let that moment pass, we lose 
the chance of making the adjustments which are called for in a 
mental climate prepared for their acceptance. And the moment 
docs not return. We cannot go on exhorting to sacrifice without the 
definition in time of a specific objective for which the sacrifice is 
made. The mood of those epic weeks after Dunkirk cannot be 
crystallized in perpetuity. It may be renewed at intervals, in cir¬ 
cumstances of equal drama; it is a mood which, by the sheer physical 
demands it makes, is temporary and not permanent in character. 

I am, thercfoic, arguing that the changes which we require we 
can make by consent in a period in which, as now, conditions make 
men remember their identities and not their differences. It is, at 
the very best, at least highly doubtful whether such a chance will 
again be available to us. An epoch like this, in which agreement is 
the very condition of survival, creates opportunities which do not 
recur when the danger of defeat is past. In such an epoch men can 
transcend the limitations which their economic position imposes on 
their thought. The drive to accommodation is too vital to be over¬ 
looked. No one suggests that party differences can be subordinated 
to national necessity after the defeat of Hitler. And if national 
necessity, as I am suggesting, requires a re-definition of class- 
relations in order that the expansion of welfare may be available 
to us, the moment for re-definition is when men can take experi¬ 
mentation in their stride. To wait until the perspective of urgency 
has disappeared, is to lose the favourable moment when the possi¬ 
bilities of history can be made into its inevitabilities. Such moments 
do not recur. 

This may be put in another way. There is no democratic states¬ 
man to-day in any party who does not seek to maintain the morale 
of those who arc fighting Hitlerism by the promise of a world 
organized for international peace and economic welfare and security. 
That promise was incapable of fulfilment in the inter-war years 
because the world was not organized upon the postulates necessary 
to that fulfilment. The urgencies of the war have thrown all vested 
interests into the melting-pot. I do not say that there is no sacrifice 
for which men are not prepared in order to win; I do say that 
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in order to win they are ready for far greater innovations than they 
will be prepared to accept when they have won. Not to embark 
upon those innovations now, not, this is, to prepare the necessary 
postulates which make our democratic society safe, is to leave in 
being all the conditions which led to the war of 1939. Those con¬ 
ditions will lead to the same frustration of our will to peace and 
welfare unless we transcend them now. They may even lead to a 
more rapid frustration because the margin l tween promise and 
fulfilment will seem far more disastrous after a second failure than 
after a first. We cannot invite men to die a second time for democracy 
and freedom unless we take the steps that give these a firm foundation 
upon which they have the right to hope. 

I am not for one moment denying that, even in war, it is difficult 
to lay that foundation; I am arguing only that, if it is difficult in 
war, it is ten times more difficult in peace. I am arguing that the 
incentive to agreement now has a claim upon men far more com¬ 
pelling than it can possibly have in the future. Men who share in 
the common cfTort to repulse great danger know the creative impli¬ 
cations of magnanimity. There is bred in that experience a power 
of reciprocal understanding rarely available at other times. The 
middle ground is sought for; the logic of extremes is less attractive; 
the compulsion of the past lies less heavily upon us; we are less 
grimly the prisoners of our traditions. Danger breeds in men that 
exhilaration of mind which takes innovation in its stride. It offers 
a temporary spaciousness receptive, as no other situation is receptive, 
to experiment. But it is not a lasting mood. The human mind can 
dwell only rarely upon the heights. The history of every revolution 
is the history of the rise to a new equilibrium which the fatigue of 
great events threatens always to destroy. It was so in seventeenth- 
century England; it was so in 1789; it was so in the Soviet Union 
after 1917. Innovating government requires the extraordinary period 
if it is to meet the mood ready to accept innovation. Only urgency 
can persuade prescription to the abatement of its claims. 

This, then, is the appropriate moment to organize the basis upon 
which we have at least the chance of maintaining the conditions 
of a democratic society. There will be no moment more appropriate 
than now. At a time when the state-power enjoys its midsummer 
of high credit, and political parties search for the formulae of unity, 
those who oppose experiment seem to sacrifice to private advantage 
the claims of public necessity. After Dunkirk, no trade union would 
have been heard with patience which put its special privileges 
before the needs of the nation; after Dunkirk, also, a refusal of the 
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banks to acquiesce in the orders of the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
would have been swept on one side in universal indignation. The 
potentialities of that mood remain for evocation by great leadership. 
They are not a permanent thing. We have seen in the summer of 
1942 how easily a temper of high resolution slips back into a hesitant 
complacency. If that can be the case when any realistic analysis 
tells us how far wc are from even a Pisgah sight of victory, how 
much more true is it bound to be when the victory is certain. Our 
choice is an inescapable one. Either we build now into the founda¬ 
tions of our society the necessary postulates of democracy and 
freedom or we shall watch the swift eclipse of the chance to build 
them. History gives us our opportunity; it reveals the conditions 
under which it can be employed. But only our own wisdom can take 
advantage of it. 


Ill 

If we desire a revolution by consent, then the appropriate moment 
for action is now. The purpose of the revolution is plain. It is to 
icopen the prospect of expanding welfare; thereby, it is to make 
possible the maintenance in our civilization of those democratic 
piocesses the implicit values in which we set over against the new 
orde> our enemies seek to impose. We accept those values upon the 
ptemisses first, that men and women arc ends in themselves, and not 
means to someone else’s end, and, second, that the more profound 
the fulfilment of individual personality, the richer is the society in 
whirl; ii plavs its part. 

It needs no argument to prove that it is these implicit values, 
upon which the power of orderly government by consent depended, 
which are breaking down in our generation; and it is to that erosion 
that we may attribute the disillusion, the pessimism, and the anti- 
rationalism of our time. They are wholly right, I believe, who urge 
that without a renovation of faith there can be no restoration of 
confidence in the values we seek to establish. They are wholly right, 
abo, in their insistence that, in a fundamental sense, those values 
are principles of social life which were first given a universal status 
with the acceptance of the Christian religion; though it is, of course, 
important to remember that they were not specifically Christian in 
their origins, and that they owe much of their power to both men 
and movements with which the predominant Christian Churches 
of evtry age have been at war. 

But I do not think a renovation of faith means that we must 
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restore the authority of the Churches in our civilization. This view 
is based upon the belief that the historic claim of the Churches is 
true and that their renovation is possible. All the evidence we have 
points strongly against that belief. It suggests a power to renew 
faith in dogmas which have long ceased to have any precise meaning 
for .the overwhelming mass of men. They have not, as dogmas, been 
able to withstand the impact of four centuries of historical criticism; 
and the Churches which have professed them have lost their hold 
because, in the end, they have always adapted their requirements 
to worldly considerations rather than sought to transform a society 
so large a part of whose habits and institutions were in plain con¬ 
tradiction with the behaviour the Churches were, by the commission 
they claimed, supposed to exact. That is why every movement for 
Church reform has always been a plea for the recovery of primitive 
simplicity, and why every Church, as it has passed from protest to 
power, has compromised with the reality it was born to deny. 

To renew the authority of the Churches in modern life would 
require a reabsorption of the state into the Churches, the surrender 
of t^rritoi ies which they were unable to cultivate with success. Such 
a reversal of the historic process is not open to us. The secularization 
of society is a final achievement in the evolution of mankind. It will 
extend, and not diminish, its power. The faith we have to build is 
a faith in the values of this world, not in the values of another. 
The claim we have to establish is that of man upon the brother that 
he sees, not the claim of the unseen God upon man. It is, no doubt, a 
problem of gigantic proportions; it means the moralization of an 
increasingly anthropocentric universe. But it is at least certain that 
if we cannot establish the claim, we cannot hope to give a rational 
social ethic an effective place in our society. 

The problem with which we are confronted is that which was so 
incisively seen by Rousseau in that famous chapter on civil religion 
which, so far from being an afterthought in his work, is the very 
core and essence of the Social Contract. He realized that no pagan 
religion provided the values which bound men together unbreak- 
ably in a common faith; he saw that the weakness of Christianity, 
on its civic side, at least, was that, in its Protestant forms, its empha¬ 
sis on individual salvation emptied its expression of that power to 
control the public behaviour of men which is vital to the needs of 
the Commonwealth; while, in its Catholic form, it precipitated 
endless conflicts over jurisdiction which made power, and not virtue, 
the main end of religious organization. His own remedy, a civic 
religion of “a few simple dogmas,” is unlikely to make the appeal 

M 
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he believed; partly because the dogmas have, in fact, none of the 
simplicity he attached to them, and partly because they involve the 
operation of a coercive apparatus for their imposition which would 
be fatal to the free play of the mind. 

I think, nevertheless, that Rousseau in this chapter put his hand 
on a vital element in our problem. A civilization built upon the 
mere growth of material power will break down, as ours is breaking 
down, unless it can convince its members that the order it imposes 
is just. It was, broadly speaking, able so to convince them when the 
mass of mankind believed that there was a reward in another world 
for the misery of this life; that belief bred a patience and a humility 
which were, for long centuries, the cement of the social order. It 
was a cement which continually crumbled; few generations but 
displayed, even in its presence, the fragility of ordered government. 
The true basis of ordered government is; no doubt, as complex and 
as irrational, as the mind of man himself. But it is not, I think, 
beyond the facts to claim that the true basis has always been the 
ability of a social system to provide its members with the right to 
hope that they will be able to better their condition. So long as they 
have this hope, they accept the obligation to work and to obey; 
law and order are rooted in consent. But once, for any large and 
deteimined minority, this hope is gone, they become convinced that 
the inundations upon which law and order depend are iriational 
and unjust. Power is then, for them, stripped ol its moial claims. 
A struggle develops which makes the tules embodying the ethical 
code of the society appear inadequate as sanctions of conduct. 

The period bcfoie 1914 had witnessed the slow erosion of the 
religious sanction by which the claims of authority had been partly 
maintained. But the significance of its disappearance had been 
obscured by the immense material progress in the same era. In 
Western civilization, the fruits of that ptogress had been widely, 
though unequally, shared by all classes and by most nations; least 
in the East of Europe, most in Great Britain and the United States. 
But the progress had slowed down by the nineties of the last century, 
especially after the exhaustion of the Ameiican frontier; and the 
armed truce before 1914, the first world-war, and the revelation, 
in the inter-war years, that the economic system could not, by its 
inherent nature, maintain the rate of advance characteristic of its 
early phase, deprived literally millions of that hope of bettering 
their position which enables them to accept without undue scrutiny 
the justice of social arrangements. Hence the almost universal 
phenomenon of the decline of the birth-rate, a decline, it is signifi- 
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cant, that no religious organization could seriously arrest. Hence, 
also, the growth of prohibitions upon freedom of migration which 
were the more grave and the more poignant because they imposed 
upon the poorest elements in civilization a suffering which led, 
inevitably, to things like racial persecution and intensified national¬ 
ism- Mass-unemployment, the growth of an insecurity which affected 
millions, the absence of that seciet consolation which, in an earlier 
day, had given hope amid sulleiing to niai./ ol the disinherited, 
were bound to evoke the disillusion which is the main chaiac- 
teristic of our time. In the timid and the comfortable, it bicd a fear 
at the claim that the foundations should be scrutinized, in the bold 
a determination to attempt their reorganization. And all this was 
exacerbated by the uneasy sense that we were on the threshold of 
an epoch in which the renewal of hope was possible if we could 
only break the psychological barriers which stood in the path of 
our access to it. 

The challenge to our system of values is, if this argument be 
correct, the outcome of our failure to maintain the right to hope; 
and that failure, in its turn, is bom of the fact that our relations 
of production do not enable us to exploit with sufficient adequacy 
the forces of production at our disposal. Spiritual values 'always go 
into the melting-pot at times like these; and the sense of frustration 
these times evoke make men into saints or devils. For they suspend 
that capacity to reason which gives men courage because they have 
the assurance that they can plan with confidence for the morrow. 
Nothing shows this more clearly, in the four centuries from the 
Reformation to the French Revolution, than the massive efflores¬ 
cence of sects at each age of crisis; their particular vision and empha¬ 
sis is the sign of the breakdown of accepted values. They have lost 
hope in these values; they seek, as best they may, for new sources 
from which to gather it. Baptist, Ranter, Seeker, Friend, Muggle- 
tonian, in the Cromwellian age, all express the search for a basis 
upon which to come to terms with a world whose order they cither 
defy or ignore. All of them cither perish or find a plane of relevance 
to the material forces of civilization in which they discover peace. 
We can trace in men, like George Fox or John Bunyan, the roots of 
an esoteric satisfaction with life bom of the acute sense of disharmony 
with the normal environment, and lighting a flame in others the 
light of which persists while the disharmony and the original inspira¬ 
tion endure. And as the society recovers an equilibrium in which 
the right to hope is renewed the sects sink back, like the Baptists 
and the Quakers in the eighteenth century, into a conventionalism 
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of conduct which means that, for them, the disharmony has been 
resolved. 

The <■ hanged relation of religious belief in our own day is coinci¬ 
dent with a situation in which the sphere of the state is increasingly 
(oterminous with the sphere of society. Protest against a felt dis¬ 
harmony, therefore, rarely expresses itself in the form of religious 
sectarianism; a development like the Group movement, for example, 
is hardly comparable, above all because of its frank acceptance of 
worldly-valucs, and its social quietism, with the Commonwealth 
revival of the se< ts. The true analogy is in the field of political parties. 
There we have the evolution of prophets and doctrines which seek 
by their utterance to organize, like Fox or Bunyan, a change in the 
way of men’s lives. The sect may, like Lenin or Hitler or Mussolini, 
develop in < in umstanccs which give it control of the state-power; 
whatever its fate, what is of interest in its outlook is the com¬ 
pulsion it ( annot evade to formulate a doctrine into which every 
aspect of conduct can be fitted. It develops its casuistry and its 
henet it s; it has its ritual and its dogmas. The secularization of social 
lile has me mt the increasing assumption by the state of the character 
of a (lunch. And that, in its turn, has meant that any decrease in 
the ability of the major political parties in a state to satisfy the wants 
of its members has led either to the multiplication of parties—the 
familiar phenomenon of sec taiianism -or the need for a dictator¬ 
ship to secure such a routine of behaviour as will maintain the 
society .is a going concern. 

This is the alternative before the democracies in our own day. 
They have to discover a plane of unity between their citizens or 
give way before a form of government which gives the great mass 
the light to hope. That plane of unity they can find only as they 
air able to resume the condition of increasing mateiial welfare. 
Without that resumption, the right of their rulers to command, 
then ability to sec ure a willing obedience, is doubted and thwarted 
at eveiy turn. When that right and that ability are in jeopardy over 
anv considerable period of time -as in Germany under the Weimar 
Republic dictatorship is accepted because it offers relief from the 
lortuic of unc et taints ; and this torture is the greater in a capitalist 
societv the main motive to production in which is profit based on the 
set miiv of futtue e\pe< tation. We have, therefore, the problem that 
unless demo 1 r.u \ ( an c icate relations of production which enable it 
10 i esume the t onditioii ot inc reusing material welfare, it has no power 
to establish a sworn of values which has validity for its citizens. 

It is, 1 think, in this context important to note that, in the inter- 
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war years, increasing material welfare has been characteristic of 
only two societies in Western civilization, and in two societies only 
has there been a period of optimism. There was inci easing material 
welfare in the United States in what is broadly teimed, the Coolidge 
epoch; it was, indeed, a brief Indian summer of material progress 
which ended calamitously with the great Depression of 1929. It is 
clear that it left no profound psychological results except that it 
made the disillusion alter the collapse more bit 'r lor the masses by 
reason of the unbased hopes it had created, iiie other society is the 
Soviet Union. There, as most detached obseiveis have agreed, 
something as genuinely new in civilization was coming to the birth 
as in the sixteenth century, or after 1789; its corning was marked, 
despite everything, by a spat ioiwircs in expci intent, an ardour of 
hope, a confidence about the future, which have stood the test not 
only of a quarter of a century's heavy sacrifice, but, even more, of 
the ability to maintain unity before the danger of war, and in the 
actual crisis of war itself. The contrast between the Russian defence 
of its achievements and that of France is remarkable; but not less 
remarkable is the relation between the Russian masses and their 
dictator, on the one hand, and the German masses and their 
dictator, on the other. 

I have already sought to interpret the meaning of the Russian 
Revolution. Here, it is sufficient to emphasize that it was capable, 
when challenged, of alliance with the clcmo< racics and of evoking 
the confidence that, with the emergence of international security, 
its dictatorial character was a passing phase in its evolution. It was 
able, moreover, to speak in accents both to its own people and to the 
masses beyond its own teriitory, to which there was a response as 
spontaneous as it was heroic. It is significant that the German 
dictatorship, for survival mciely, was compelled to seek the sub¬ 
jugation of the world. To attempt this subjugation, it was driven 
to ari anti-rationalism of outlook which meant its deliberate and 
decisive rejection of the principles and habits of conduct which, 
until its advent, seemed the settled tradition of Western civilization. 
It lived by terror; to all but its own people it offered no prospect 
but of permanent slavery; even to its own people it dared not 
offer the prospect of internal freedom. That was because it w r as 
built upon the denial of the inherent dignity of human personality, 
the principle upon which the spiritual progress of Western civiliza¬ 
tion has depended. It is significant that the Russian Revolution 
has been built upon the acceptance of this principle. It is significant, 
also, that wherever a nation has come to terms with Hitlerite 
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Germany the denial of this principle has become, however un¬ 
willingly, a central part of its policy. 

The reason, I suggest, for this contrast is, in essence, that Hitlerism 
is the apotheosis of the counter-revolution. Its purpose is to preserve 
a system of productive relations now inconsistent with increasing 
material welfare; it is therefore compelled to find means of satisfying 
its people by the loot it can extract from other peoples. It has there¬ 
fore to adjust the values of society to that outlook; that is the penalty 
any system must pay which refuses to transcend its inherent con¬ 
tradictions. But it is important to emphasize that it is a penalty 
we ourselves must pay unless we embark upon the task Germany 
has, under Hitler, refused to attempt. The values of a civilization 
are always set by the proportion between its productive forces and 
its productive relations. Decay sets in when the barriers of interest 
prevent the maintenance of that proportion. Decay means the death 
of hope; and, where hope dies, the power of man to fulfil himself 
dies also. He ceases to feed that he is himself an end; he becomes 
an instrument, m the end a blind instrument, of purposes by which 
he is frustrated because he is not permitted to examine them. Since 
progress is a fun< tion of free examination what I have called the 
Hitleiite < ounter-revolution is, directly and, indeed, by self-avowal, 
the enemy of progress. 

This view is not inconsistent with the immense power that Ger¬ 
many is to-day enabled to deploy in the field; that merely re gisters 
the fact that its rulers dispose of the accumulated stock of common 
scientific achievement. J he problem before Germany is not of its 
level of knowledge and power of organization to-day, but of what 
that level and power would be after a generation of Hitlerism. We 
have some sense of their prospects if we compare the Spain of 
modern times, whether in terms of material welfare or of intellectual 
achievement, with Biitain, or France, or pre-war Germany. There, 
after a gte.it epoch in the sixteenth century, the obsolescence of its 
productive, relations meant a material poverty incompatible with 
intellectual or spiritual advance; unless, indeed, we equate spiritual 
advance with the ceaseless repetition of historic formulae which had 
ceased to have intelligible content for the overwhelming majority 
of those who uttered them, ft is hardly accident that every great 
name in Spanish history since the French Revolution is that of an 
opponent ot the traditional regime. Were Hitler to be victorious, 
the same result would be true ol German history within a generation. 
No more than in the Roman empire, can we make a desert of the 
mind and call it peace. 
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It therefore follows that to maintain the values of our civilization 
as living principles of belief and action we hav e to create the environ¬ 
ment in which it is recognized by those with the power to decide 
that it is socially beneficent for them to function. That does not 
mean an attempt to unsecularize modern society; that has not been 
open to us since the scientific revolution of the seventeenth century. 
And it means more than the overthrow of Hitlerism, though that 
overthrow is a vital incident in the process such recognition requires. 
Put simply, the revival of faith in values among men means the 
creation of the conditions of expanding welfare. It means releasing 
the productive forces of society from the shackles by which they are 
now impeded. It means the deliberate adoption of an economics 
of abundance instead of an economics of restriction. The disease of 
the world is not merely the poverty of the world; far more, it is the 
frustration that poverty imposes upon millions who feel that it is 
unjust because it is unnecessary, to whom the irrationality of our 
present order so often betrays, as the masses in Italy and Germany 
were betrayed, into disrespect for reason itself. We have reached 
one of those periods in social evolution when the traditions of the 
past are in conflict with the rights of the future. So that even if we 
assume a military victory over Hitlerism, there still remains the 
deeper issue of a victory over ourselves. The gravest danger we face 
is that we shall assume the easier triumph to be the vital battle. In 
truth, it is already the deeper issue which should be our concern. 

For that issue has not been born with the crisis that Hitlerism 
symbolizes; it has been slowly forcing its way to decision ever since 
the breakdown of feudal civilization. Something of its claims we can 
see as early as the sixteenth century in the Utopia of More, the 
Peasants’ Revolt in Germany, the sermons of Latimer, the angry 
protests of Crowley and of Lever. The issue is whether, as Tocque- 
ville put it, we arc willing to effect the popularization of liberty. 
By the French Revolution we had given it concrete meaning for 
those who owned the instruments of production and to such of 
their dependents as it paid those owners to keep on their side; to 
the masses we offered a minor share in the vast horizon of expanding 
welfare opened by the release of those productive forces which the 
collapse of feudalism permitted. We offered them, too, a consolation, 
not seldom noble in expression and often more spiritually real, of 
faith in another world where eternal salvation would redress the 
sufferings of this earthly life; no one can read the Diary of George 
Fox or Bunyan’s Grace Abounding without the perception that their 
confidence in those “trumpets that would sound for them on the 
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other side” gave them an inner wealth of happiness attained by 
but few of those whose centre of gravity is in this world. 

But the right, even the custom, of regarding this world as but a 
temporary vale of tears is a consolation which decreasingly carries 
conviction; and none of those who seek its revival can do more than 
proclaim the renaissance that would follow this revival without 
being able to give us the formulae upon which it depends. Whether 
the value of a revolutionary Christianity is preached, whether we 
are urged to take refuge in the ecstasies of a private mysticism— 
itself the expression of an individual escape fiom the responsibilities 
of social life the fact remains that no values, Christian or other, 
can secure serious ac< eptance in a secularized society like ours 
without either being accepted by the state or capturing it. Either 
achievement means the renewal of hope among the masses; and the 
renewal of hope is dependent upon the popularization of liberty. 

That has been seen time and again since liberty was set, with the 
sixteenth century, in the (ontext of individual ownciship. We can 
see it in the passionate debates of the Army Council under Cromwell, 
in the angry assertiveness of John I.ilbume, in the noble, if piema- 
ture, insights of Gerard Winstanley. It is expressed again in the 
French Revolution by the Enragfa, and by those who, with Babcuf, 
made the last despairing effort to iccapture the fraternity for which 
men hoped in the great days of 1789 when those “petty lawyers 
and stewards ol manors” whom Burke regarded with such contempt, 
legislated a new world into being. We catch again the same accent 
in the spacious diearns of 1848 and, above all, in that supreme 
optimism which enabled Marx and Engels, in a hundred pages, to 
trace the whole pattern, past and future, of human evolution. It is 
present, again, in that sudden sense of emant ipation felt by the 
whole world when the Russian people struck off the chains of 
Czarist despotism. There was a hint of it in the enthusiasm which 
created the League of Nations in 1919; we must never foiget what 
was symbolized in the triumphant reception of Woodrow Wilson 
by the masses ol Europe. I think it is true to say that when, after 
Dunkirk, the Biitish people held, when, once more, in June, 1941, 
the Russian people withstood the assault of Hitlerism, the idea that 
freedom might assume a wider context began to take a new hold 
upon the minds of men. 


IV 

To grasp the meaning of that wider context we must note what 
has been denied in the society to which it seeks admission. The 
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great cultural heritage of our society has been the possession of the 
few; even the bare literacy it demands for its understanding has 
been withheld from them. And that denial, we must note, has been 
in no small degree a conscious one; to withhold popular access to 
knowledge has always been one of the main instruments of unjust 
power. We can see in the development of educational opportunity 
in ‘the United States and in the Soviet Union how largely the 
conquest of illiteracy is a matter of deliber: e will; and we are 
entitled to conclude that where, to-day, that development is not 
organized it is because those who refuse to attempt it have vested 
interests enlightenment would weaken. 

Only less significant are the material inequalities we permit, the 
difference in the health, the housing, the nutrition, the power to 
travel, of the rich and the poor. A society is intelligible enough 
which makes some differentiation in reward in terms of the social 
functions its members perform; in any ethical terms, it is difficult 
to regard a society as rational in which the response to want is 
proportionate to skill in the exploitation of an acquisitive impulse 
unrelated to social need. The adulation which is heaped upon 
wealth, the incredible elements which go to the making of social 
prestige, the transformation of charity into an organized profession, 
the relation of what Veblen called “conspicuous waste,” to esteem, 
the fact that a “great Churchman” means, not a great Christian, 
but an important ecclesiastic, the persistence of the belief that the 
manual vocations are, in some mysterious way, less dignified than 
the clerical, all these indicate, in their different ways, a society 
which is sick at its foundations. And, in essence, its sickness is the 
outcome of the knowledge that it can no longer impose its values 
without challenge. Its wealth may continue to breed arrogance; 
the vital fact, of which it has to take increasing account, is that the 
association of its values with insecurity begets not servility but revolt 
in the masses. It is called to that supreme accounting which all 
civilizations face when the masses appear as the plaintiff at the bar 
of history. 

At the moment of such an accounting the only way out for privi¬ 
lege is either to fight or to come to terms. If it chooses conflict, the 
experience, so magistrally different yet so decisive, of Russia and 
of Germany, makes it evident that, whatever the result of the 
conflict, it annihilates for a long period to come the prospect of 
democracy and freedom. If it comes to terms, it has the chance to 
find time for adjustment, the opportunity, that is, to experiment 
with the conditions which make possible the resumption of expand- 
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ing welfare. Those conditions may be summarized by saying that 
they require us to put the idea of freedom in the context of equality. 
Instead of thinking of them, as in the past we have done, as anti¬ 
thetic terms, we have to discover how their implications may 
interpenetrate one another. For it is the characteristic of those 
who are free in an epoch of economic contraction that their freedom 
should appear the price of other men’s misfortune. In some degree, 
indeed, it is the pi ice; for it is the pitiful condition of the rich, in 
an age like our own, that even their generosity cannot ease, in any 
radical way, the frustrations from which men suffer. The scale of 
the issue before us means that we must dig into the foundations; 
it is the vast impersonal forces of history that we have to reshape. 

This means the recognition, in the domestic sphere, that there 
are certain sources of power too vital to trust to private hands. It 
means the understanding that there are certain standards of living 
the maintenance of whic h is a charge the society must meet before 
the validity of difference in the return to effort can be admitted as 
rationally valid. It means that the frustrations to personal advance 
are banished whit h result from creed or wealth, race or colour. It 
means a sex iety the members of which never live so differently 
that they are compelled to think differently too. The insight Plato 
had when, in the I.mos, he insisted upon an upper limit to wealth 
appeals the more wise the fuller the thought we give to its historical 
implications. For any society in which the few are so wealthy and 
the many so poor that their minds are driven to perpetual con¬ 
sideration of their wealth and poverty is, in fact, a .society at war, 
whet Iter the light be open or concealed. It is a society, once its 
power to expand is arrested, which cannot think in terms of a 
common interest because whatever is taken from one class is given 
thereby to another It cannot be a free society because its internal 
strains deprive it ofsecuritv; it is therefore fearful and deprived of 
the climate in which the j>ower to reason is assured. I.very experi¬ 
ment it is urged to make is hampered by the conviction that it 
marks the beginning of a process of which disaster is the inevitable 
end. Needing gte.it changes, even, on occasion, aware of the great 
changes it needs, it stands drifting helplessly before their necessity. 
It is in the presence of a challenge it does not have the courage to 
meet. Historicallv, a society which evades til's kind of challenge is 
predestined to decay. For men go forward only when they are 
prepared to pay the price of progress. 

It is nec essary to be dear about the meaning of that equality in 
who e context 1 am arguing that liberty must be set. Equality does 
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not mean identity; there is no more reason to ask for the same 
treatment of different people than to ask for the same clothes for 
men of different stature or the same food for men of different 
tastes. But it does mean that theie is an equal light to the satisfac tion 
of equal needs, and that no special privilege in any one citizen 
shafl abridge the right of another to that satisfaction. It means the 
admission of a plane of general satisfactions in social organization 
where the minimum satisfaction of equal ncec' - is at a level which 
permits the increasing fulfilment of personality. It argues that where 
unequal rights are bestowed their consequence tends always to sacri¬ 
fice those who do not share in their bestowal to those who do share 
in them, whatever be the ground upon which the inequality is 
maintained. It secs in this inequality the source which has restricted 
freedom in the past to those whose special claim has been admitted; 
and it denies, therefore, that any principle or institution can be 
valid which is the basis of this special claim. Since, in our epoch, 
the main source of such special claims lies in the private ownership 
and control of the instruments of production, to set liberty in the 
context of equality means the social ownership and control of those 
instruments. 

For whatever in a society destroys the unity of interest between 
citizens in the results of the process of government is bound in the 
long run to produce hatred and tyranny, is bound, that is, to destroy 
democracy and freedom. Our experience has made it clear that the 
present relations of production have this result. They prevent our 
power to plan for plenty because they assume that the satisfaction 
of the acquisitive impulse in individuals will result in a well-ordered 
society. We have learned that this is not the case. We have learned 
that, on the (ontrary, the c rcation of these private economic empires 
in any realm where the commodity to be produced is essential to 
public well-being frustrates the purpose of the commonwealth. 
Whether it be banking or transport, coal or oil, land or electric 
power, private ownership means vested interest, and vested interest 
means that the needs of the community are in pawn to the wants 
of the few. 

“Mankind,” said John Taylor, “may be governed by money or 
by arms.” We prevented the anarchy which resulted from the power 
of the feudal lord to hold men to ransom by his ownership and 
control of private aimies. We have to prevent the anarchy which 
results from the power of the banker or the coalowner, the oil 
magnate or the steel baron, to hold men to ransom by his owner¬ 
ship and control of economic power. For so long as each of these 
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has an interest in its func tioning which is separate from that of the 
community, it is bound to subdue the authority of the state to its 
purpose; in a fundamental sense, indeed, economic power deter¬ 
mines the real complexion of the state. For the likeness between the 
e< onomic oligarchy of our own day and the feudal aristocracy of an 
earlier period is unmistakable. The ownership of the instruments 
of produc tion is the basis of power in the one, land is its basis in the 
other. And in ea< h case the character of the social legislation which 
distinguishes the system is that it is subordinated to the privileges 
of the ruling class. Law must operate within boundaries that are 
satisfactory to those interests. They are, historically, overpassed only 
when some great convulsion reveals the antagonism between the 
privilege of the ruling class and the well-being of the many. For, in 
essence, private ownership means that distribution is governed 
neither by need nor by effort, but by the compulsive artifice oflaw. 
At some point, the contradiction between the artifice and potential 
production becomes obvious to those whom it has excluded from 
benefit, and they move to its re-definition. 

That < onliadic tion, I suggest, has become < lcar to this generation. 
Having seen that war secures full employment, that it suspends 
some part, at any rate', of the authority of the profit-making motive; 
that it compels the government to organize the scientific talent at 
its disposal; that it limits the right of wealth to command persons; 
that it set uies the acceptance of taxation upon a hitherto unim¬ 
agined scale; that it destroys the classic legend that a countiy is 
ruined which fails to balance its budget; that, to put it biiefly, 
what I have i ailed those compulsive artifices oflaw wliic h capitalism 
has histoi ically exacted must, in consideiable degree*, be suspended; 
having seen this, not once, but twice, in twenty-five years, it is at 
least reasonable to suppose that the masses still expect the applica¬ 
tion of some pai t of the lessons of war to the economy of peace. 
The alternative is an economic misery so wide and so piolound 
that its implication is quite obviously social disaster father we 
deliberately leconstiuct our foundations, or we drift tnpidly to one 
of those oises wheie, because men no longer have the: great ends 
of life in common, theie is no alternative but to fight our way to 
a new scheme of relationships. 

for consider the indictment the ordinary worker can draw up 
against the ruling class of this country. It emerged from the victory 
of U)t8 with an authoiity and a prestige that no otl.ci class has 
commanded in history. It refused to allow any vital change to be 
m ule in the c\ onomic system. It sabotaged, in the League of Nations, 
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the one hopeful experiment of the post-war years. With massive 
evidence at its disposal ol the evils of economic nationalism it 
embarked on Protection and a closed impeiial system. Its hatred 
of Russia was so profound that it permuted Italy and Germany to 
run amok in Europe, even adding, by its policy to the; power these 
could deploy against it. Warned ol the implications of German and 
Italian policy, it was lacking even in the coinage to tell its own 
citizens of the dangers it confionted; the respoi ibilities of leader¬ 
ship “sealed its lips” against that fust obligation of a ruling class, 
the duty to face the facts Even when it awoke from its somnolence, 
it was unable to realize either the scale or the intensity of total war. 
Not until the very threshold of disaster did it take the people into 
partnership; and even while it insisted that total war was a revolu¬ 
tion in which all citizens must hazard their persons and their pro¬ 
perty, the overwhelming incidence of its progiamme was to pieserve 
unchanged the form of its title to power that its full authority 
might be resumed with victoiy. It spoke eloquently ol’ equality of 
sacrifice. But, apart from those who fought in the armed forces— 
that equality was strictly proportioned to the normal functioning 
of the property-relation. I he main burden of evacuation fell upon 
the poor; the main educational sacrifices fell upon the children of 
the poor; in, at any rate, the first two years of war the shortage of 
food-supplies did not seriously affect the well-to-do; and the main 
impact of aeiial bombardment was far more acute among the poor 
than among the rich. The latter did not sleep for long months in 
succession in the tubes and public shelters. They did not participate 
in the grim nightly trek from Hull and Merseyside to what protec¬ 
tion a clump of trees on a country hillside might offer. 

I do not for one moment deny that no statesman has ever more 
fully embodied the will to victory of a united people than Mr. 
Winston Churchill, or, indeed, more splendidly embodied it. But it 
is important to remember, first, that the ruling class for eight years 
rejected with contempt Mr. Churchill’s diagnosis of its mistakes 
and turned to him only when the twelfth hour had almost struck; 
and it is important, also to remember, that in its acceptance of his 
leadership was the implied condition that the foundations of capitalist 
democracy should not be disturbed. He was permitted to put 
plasters on open wounds— the raising of dependents’ allowances in 
the armed forces, the increase of the old age pension, the advance 
of agrii ultural wages, and so on. I do not belittle for one moment 
the benefits these confeired; I am bound to remaik that they left 
untouched all the vital questions ol the relations of production. 
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And if it be said that this policy was accepted by the leaders of the 
trade unions and the Labour Party, I am bound, again, to remark 
that they could not challenge it without risking a breach of that 
national unity which, as the tragic experience of France had so 
disastrously shown, was a fundamental condition of victory. The 
working-class panics were in the dilemma that they must either 
accept what Mr. Churchill’s supporters were prepared to concede 
or court deleat; and they knew that, with defeat by Hitler, there 
was no future For the working-class of Britain with which they 
would need to concern themselves. 

That is, I think, the indictment of the ruling class of Britain 
which is be ing made to-day by most politically minded workers in 
Britain. It is true, of course, that most British workers are not 
politically minded. The things that mainly move them are matters 
of private, and not public, concern. They have made up their minds 
to win this war, and there is no sacrifice they will not make to this 
end. But, in any soc iety, the politically minded are always a minority ; 
their influence depends upon the existence of the conditions which 
enable them to swing mass-opinion to their side. My point is the 
very simple one that we shall create the conditions under which the 
indictment I have described will make a mass-appeal unless we take 
steps now to prevent their emergence. Without those steps, there 
will be millions of unemployed, new distressed areas where the vast 
war-factories have proliferated, sullen anger growing into riots over 
the problems of demobilization and rehousing. And if we fail to 
take those steps, our absorption in domestic difficulties will mean 
a Fairopean continent devoid of the leadership essential for its 
ordered reconstruc tion. They may mean years of anarchy and chaos, 
tempered every so often by revolution and counter-revolution. And 
those years, were that to be their character, would destroy any 
prospect of recovery in an industrial nation so largely dependent 
upon the volume of the export trade as ourselves. 

If we fail to take those steps; that is the major premiss of this 
possible future. But it is still possible for us to take them. The public 
opinion ol this country is ready for fundamental change. Its tradi¬ 
tional habits have been profoundly disturbed. It is aware that it 
has lost the security of its insular position. It is aware, too, that it 
depends for its future upon the maintenance of a peace which it 
cannot defend alone. Its rulers, however cautiously, have admitted 
by acceptance of the Atlantic Charter that ficedom from w'ant and 
freedom trom fear arc the twin pillars of any ordered world. It is 
beginning to sec that the full mobilization of its resources is not 
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available by the dramatic evocation of sudden spurts of energy 
under the pressure of some sudden crisis, but is a matter of steady 
and persistent organization which is prepared to transcend both 
the principles and the pace with which the old order was satisfied. 
It sees that the lull potentialities of our tiansport system < annot be 
realized if half a hundred vested interests have to consider not 
only Victory to-day but the interests of their shareholders after victory. 
What is true of transport is true of every esse: -Mai element in our 
resources. Not least is it obvious that, were the war-time controls, 
especially in finance, to be relaxed after the war, economic, disaster 
would press hard upon the heels of military victory. And there is a 
wide understanding that, were this to occur, there would be no 
prospect of social peace in Britain. 

To two other things I must draw attention. I have emphasized 
the failure of the ruling class in this country before the problems 
of the inter-war years, their immense opportunity in 1918, and the 
way in which they failed to take advantage ol it. 1 lie ‘•en.se of that 
failure is not confined to the working-class. Something, at least, of 
its implications has permeated the whole community, I hat, I think, 
is the significance of the impression made by Mr. Priestley’s early 
broadcasts upon public opinion; his plea lor a wider democracy 
found a responsive echo in minds far beyond the working-class, 
driven by the war to a realization that the old routine of thought 
w’ould no longer do. That is, at least in pait, the explanation of the 
swift hold upon opinion won by Mr. Winant and Mr. Harry Hopkins; 
they embodied not only the heartening reality of American aid, but, 
hardly less, of American will to large-scale social experiment. Nor 
must we omit the achievement of a new level of < ivic status by the 
trade unions; the contrast between their position under Mr. Cham¬ 
berlain and under Mr. Churchill is marked indeed. It is not, I 
think, an exaggetation to say that, at the least, the mould of tradi¬ 
tional thought in Britain has been broken. The fact that men of 
science have begun to grasp the fact that their laboratories are not 
ivory towers where they pursue some imaginary abstraction called 
objective truth, but fortresses which hold or are broken in the 
degree that there is a social context to their effort is a portent of 
~ tne first magnitude. The work of men like Sir John Orr in .he field 
of nutrition, of Stapledon and Russell in agriculture, the possibilities 
of the new discoveries in the field of plastics, these, to take three 
examples only, suggest that the scientist of our own generation will 
begin to claim that social and political policy must not frustrate the 
contribution he can make to the quality of our living. And he will 
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begin to affirm, he has, indeed, already begun to afTiim, that his 
contribution implies a social order in which the present relations 
of production are radically changed. 

I he second element of importance, the emergence of Russia as 
the ally of Britain, I have already emphasized. Its significance, I 
think, lies in three things. It has bound the prospect of a British 
victory to that of the Soviet Union; thereby it has made Moscow, 
inescapably, a fundamental factor in the peace. Since Moscow stands 
for the idea of planned production for community consumption, 
since, further, its recovery from the sacrifices of war will lead it to 
plan on a larger and even more intense scale, the Anglo-Russian 
partnership will set a perspective to our own tempo of reconstruc¬ 
tion to the importance of which no limits can be set. No one, 
secondly, can fail to see that the idealism of the war effort in this 
country has, at any rate so far as the workers are com erned, reached 
a new level because we are in association with Moscow; the hopes 
of the workers in the original Revolution have revi\ed in a remark¬ 
able way. I do not, of course deny that the re\i\ul of these hopes 
has aroused suspicion among the votaries of the established order; 
the Moore-Brabazon inc iderrt is not without its significance. But it 
is not, either, without its significance that not even the Churchill 
government could stand a succession of such incidents; only Mr. 
Churchill’s supreme prestige could have sa\cd a Minister in Colonel 
Moore-Brabazon's position. And the third point of importance in 
the emergence ol Russia is the large probability that, gi\en the 
defeat of Hitlerism, the social initiative in France and South-Eastern 
Europe, perhaps also in Germany and Italy too, will pass rapidly 
to the extreme left No stable governments aie likely to emerge 
(here save on the basis of the pretty complete destruction of the 
existing class-iclations in those countries. I do not think, given these 
horizons, that public opinion in Britain is likely to be satisfied 
unless its rulers embark upon large-scale social experiments. I do 
not Lclic\c they can embark upon these experiments without a 
vital change in the productive relations of our society. 

Iheie is, indeed, another possibility to which, if regretfully, I 
must draw attention 1 he defeat of Hitler will, especially if the war 
be prolonged, leave the United States in a real sense the pre¬ 
dominant economic power in the world, especially since her entrance 
as a combatant has been made necessary. It is possible, given the 
parallelogram of economic forces in the United States, that her 
post-war influence will be reactionary rather than progressive. 
Most Amencan businc'-c men, the more fully the moie powerful 
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they are, passionately hate the New Deal; they look upon social 
reform as the antithesis of economic recovery. Mr. Roosevelt ceases 
to be President in 1944; there are circumstances at least conceivable 
in which his successor is, like Harding and Coolidge, essentially the 
representative of the big economic interests in America. And it is 
then at least possible that the terms on which such an America will 
aid in rapid European recovery—and such aid will be essential— 
will be terms which seek to preserve productive relations in Europe 
compatible with that laissez-faire capitalism equated by men like 
Mr. Joseph P. Kennedy with democracy. Certainly the influence 
of the United States in the post-war settlement will be overwhelming; 
and it is too early to predict in what direction it will be exercised. 

There is little difficulty in making the prediction in either of two 
situations. If Hitler is defeated during 1943, all the power and 
prestige of President Roosevelt will, none can doubt, be directed 
towards making secure the foundations of a liberal democracy 
throughout the world. If, again, in the period before the end of the 
war Britain embarks upon profound social experiments, their reper¬ 
cussion in the United States is likely to exclude a reactionary candi¬ 
date from the Whit£ House even when President Roosevelt’s third 
term is over. In the first situation, American commitments, by 1946, 
are likely to assure Europe that the influence of the United States 
will continue to be at once liberal and internationally minded. In 
the second situation, the same result will follow because our action 
would galvanize into new authority those forces in the United States 
upon which the prestige of the New Deal depends. There is a real 
sense in which its fortunes are interwoven with the principles by 
which we shape our own future. 

From this angle, I suggest, the fate of Europe, in either of these 
situations, depends upon the survival of New Deal America in 
power. And, again from this angle, this survival implies once more 
that now is the appropriate moment to begin the process of funda¬ 
mental change in Britain. For nothing would be more helpful to 
our future than a victory won while President Roosevelt is in the 
White House; and there is no bigger step to that victory than the 
intensification of our productive effort. But, if we are to intensify 
it, a change in productive relations is the highroad to that goal. 
Without it, we shall lack that steady and persistent stroke which it 
is beyond the power of any vested interest to arrest. If the gap 
between German power and our own cannot be bridged within 
such a period, the present time still remains the appropriate moment 
to embark upon the task of fundamental transformation. For it will 
N 
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present America with the momentous spectacle of a capitalist 
democracy able, by consent, to create the conditions in which the 
resumption of expanding welfare is possible. It is difficult to exag¬ 
gerate the psychological results this would have in the United States. 
It would create there a demand for parallel experiment of unbleak- 
able power. It would arrest the danger— omnipresent in the United 
States in existing conditions—that big business will use the war- 
emergency to stifle the struggle of the New Deal to continue. It 
would put behind the Anglo-Russian effort all the power and 
energy of the organized American workers; and it would destroy 
the propagandist value of the Nazi legend of a British plutocracy 
masking its true image behind democratic forms. The effect, I think, 
of such a policy on our part would be to give to the friends of demo¬ 
cracy in the United States that Iresh lease of power upon which so 
much of the European future depends. 

For it must be clearly understood that while the sentiment of 
America overwhelmingly favours the defeat of Hitler, the relation 
of American to European interests is still an issue of doubt and com¬ 
plexity. Mu<h of it depends upon the date of the war’s ending; 
much of it depends, also, upon how deeply, when it ends, the United 
States are involved in the actual conflict. The longer the struggle 
persists, the more likely, on the mounting evidence we have, is 
American big business to exact a high price for the extension of its 
aid; and the signs multiply that it would use the opportunity of a 
“shooting war” to repair the losses it has suffered in the period of 
Mr. Roosevelt’s first two teims. It is of considerable importance 
that the outlook of men like cx-Ambassador Kennedy should be so 
widespread among the industrial oligarchs of America; and it is 
important, also, that, from very different motives, the youth of 
America should have been for so long profoundly averse from any 
participation in the war. I he isolationist temper in America is 
basically far more profound than a superficial view' or propaganda 
cares to admit. 

There are, of course, many reasons why this should be the case. 
About some of them, the attitude, for example, of American Italians 
and American Germans to their homeland we can do comparatively 
little; and the anxiety of those who share Mr. Kennedy’s view for 
a peace of accommodation is only likely to disappear if and when 
the war beats directly upon the shores of America; until that 
moment, the temper of “appeasement” is as natural to them as it 
was to similar interests in Britain until its futility was fnally demon¬ 
strated by the seizure of Prague in March 1939. What we can do 
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is to influence those sectors of American opinion which are capable 
by their character of response to a great idea. VVe shall evoke that 
response not by the rhetoric of promises of future behaviour but 
by the actual fulfilment of those piotiincs we undertake now. That 
is the only real way to appeal to the idealism of American youth; 
there is no other method by which to fiee it from the massive heritage 
of disillusion the last war bequeathed. That is the only real way, 
also, to appeal to that sector of American op lion which, in Mr. 
Roosevelt’s years of office, has been seeking with all its power to 
strengthen the foundations of Ameiican democracy and has recog¬ 
nized in the four freedoms the sole pathway to that goal. Unless we 
can win these elements in Ameiican opinion to our side we may 
well find, at victory’s end, that we have brought into being a climate 
of American opinion more disillusioned about its relationship to 
Europe than the climate created by its last experience of war. I do 
not need to emphasize the magnitude of such a disaster. 

V 

All this is to say two things. We cannot, in any ultimate sense, 
win this war unless we make the idea of a more just society a part 
of the actual policy by which it is won; and we cannot build a 
more just society now unless the forces of privilege are willing to 
co-operate in that task. I do not venture to predict whether such 
co-operation is possible. I admit fully that it is one of the rarest 
phenomena of history; and* I admit, also, that little has occurred, 
even since the fall of France to indicate that the ruling class of 
Britain has recognized the implications of our position. The legis¬ 
lation of the Churchill government has touched no vital spot in the 
productive relations of our society. No plans for the reconstruction 
of Britain have been announced by it in which one can trace audacity 
or courage. In education, in public health, in housing, one sees that 
old manoeuvring for position on the part of the vested interests 
so typical of experience in 1918-1919. The workers, as in the last 
war, are asked to contribute the sacrifices; and privilege, as is its 
wont, is gracious enough to patronize those who, uncomplainingly, 
bear the burden they impose. 

I do not mean for one moment that the ruling class of Great Britain 
shrinks trom its full part in the military obligations of the war; the 
record of the Royal Air Force alone is eternal testimony to its 
courage. I mean rather that it cannot conceive of a w'orld in which 
the title to rule is not naturally vested in that partnership of birth 
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and wealth which, ever since the Civil Wars of the seventeenth 
century, has possessed the power to shape British destiny. Its thought 
is so deeply embedded in the tradition of that power that it seems 
unable to conceive the need for new foundations. Even Mr. Churchill, 
in whom the nation’s will to conquer has been so superbly embodied, 
cannot escape from the implications of that tradition. Like a new 
Marlborough, he “rides in the whirlwind and directs the storm.” 
But he thinks of a great heritage preserved rather than of a new 
world conquered. He re-fights the ancient battle against the effort 
of the Grand Monarch to dominate Europe; he does not see in the 
struggle over whi< h he presides new and immense possibilities which 
he can harness to the task he has set himself. He can be thrilled by 
the courage of the common man in Coventry or Merseyside, in the 
East End of London or the slums of Glasgow. His imagination is 
caught by the majestic spectacle of a people voluntarily organizing 
itself for civil defence. He can speak of the epic of the little ships 
at Dunkirk in phrases that Thucydides would not have disowned. 
He can be moved by the attack of Hitler against the Soviet Union 
to trans<end all the emotions of his past. Yet he does not glimpse 
behind all these things the vast impersonal forces which have gone 
to shape them. He fights the war like a great aristocrat whose 
honour is involved in victory because the aristocrat accepts the 
challenge He does not fight the war like a great statesman who sees 
beyond victory to the opportunities it might make. 

I say this because, of all statesmen whose lives have lain in tradi¬ 
tional Britain, none saw more clearly or more courageously in the 
pre-war years than Mr. Churchill did that Hitler meant war; and 
none drew more starkly than he the grim consequences which 
followed for Britain from Hitler’s preparations for it. But it is obvious 
enough that Mr. Churchill has never understood either the economic 
forces of which Hitler was the representative nor the reasons why 
the main bulk of his party were “appeasers” until the eleventh hour. 
That is, I think, the proper inference from the fact that only after 
the entry of Italy into the war did Mr. Churchill understand 
that Mussolini represented the same configuration of forces as Hitler 
He had grasped the fact, in 1933, that Hitler was a threat to British 
power; he was unmoved by the implications of Italian Fascism 
because, except as jackal to Hitler, Mussolini was never a danger 
to British authority. He wages the war, fearlessly and superbly, to 
preserve that authority. To maintain it, there is no effort he will 
spare, no sacrifice he is not prepared to make. The man who in 
one supreme gesture could offer union to France, who, in another, 
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could wipe out the misunderstandings with Russia of a generation 
was not lacking in the traditional power of the aristocracy to suit 
the event to the occasion. I know how deep is the inspiration Mr. 
Churchill has given to free men not merely in Britain but all over 
the world. I yield to no one in my admiration of its quality. 

Yet I suggest that Mr. Churchill is as blind to the real nature of 
this “war as Burke was blind to the nature of the French Revolution. 
That is why he seeks to wage total war without adapting the frame¬ 
work of our productive relations to its consequences. That is why 
he can at once proclaim that we fight for democracy and freedom 
and leave unresolved the problem of our relations with India. That, 
also, is why he insists that he is concerned with the maintenance of 
“traditional” Britain, why, again, he has failed to understand what 
the amendment of the Trades Disputes Act of 1927—for which his 
own responsibility is so heavy—would mean to millions of workers. 
The premisses of Mr. Churchill’s thinking are set by the old world 
that is dying, as Burke’s were set in 1789; he is unable to see, as 
Buike was unable to see, the outlines of the new world that is 
struggling to be bom. 

And if Mr. Churchill, with his great gifts of heart and head, 
his courage in taking risks, his noble inability to accept defeat, 
thus looks to prescription for the sources of his insight, it is hardly 
surprising that those whom he leads should rarely see beyond his 
vision. Lord Halifax speaks in terms of that doctrine of Christian 
stewardship which the Church has preached for two thousand years 
without being able to apply it; the significance of a doctrine which 
has adjusted itself to slavery and feudalism and capitalism does 
not seem to dawn upon his mind. Mr. Eden renews the ideology 
of Tory democracy, much in the accents of the Disraeli who wrote 
Sybil ; but he does not seem to infer from its postulates the continued 
existence of a privileged class which, historically, has only felt the 
claims of noblesse oblige when it felt it could afford them without 
undue sacrifice of what makes for the hold of privilege upon a class. 
Sir Kingsley Wood, so long and so persistently blind to the impli¬ 
cations of Hitlerism, represents the orthodox outlook of the business 
man’s conservatism; the bills must Joe met because bankruptcy is 
dishonourable and inflation dangerous; but there has been no word 
from Sir Kingsley Wood to suggest that we have reached an epoch 
where new economic and social conceptions are urgent. 

The major party in the National Government, in a word, moves 
to a planned society without any serious effort to formulate to 
itself the nature or the possibilities of planning; it assumes that 
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somehow, what Mr. Churchill has called a “few practical measures 
of reconstruction” will meet the case. Yet it is uneasily aware that 
it in fact faces implications of revolutionary magnitude even while 
it pursues the historic policy of “muddling through.” It is, of course, 
the fact that it pursues this policy which leads the Communist 
Party to insist that a violent revolution is inescapable. Unless there 
is adjustment by consent resort to violence is written in the nature 
of the things we clearly confront. 

The Communist prophecy may well be right; though upon it 
there aie two things of importance to say. 'Ihere is no reason, in 
the first plac e, to assume that the working-class would be successful 
in a violent revolution unless those conditions existed which made 
for success. I cannot easily conceive their existence here save after 
a long experience of tyrannical government; and, of that experi¬ 
ence, there is so far no evident sign. The second reason goes to the 
root of the Communist philosophy of history, 'lhat philosophy omits 
to notice that the triumph of the bourgeoisie over the feudal aris¬ 
tocracy was not won until it had achieved predominant economic 
powr in sot icty and was able, by its experience and capacity, 
direc tly to chaige itself with the governance of the state. 11 dominated 
the property-relations; it had tiansfoimed the cultural. It was not 
until both processes were complete that it was able to conclude the 
final step of capturing the state-power. The workers in Britain 
have accomplished neither of these things. Predominant economic 
power is still, overwhelmingly, in the hands of the middle class; 
and the culture of our society is only beginning to be affected by 
the change in the productive forces of our civilization. The danger 
we confront is that the example of the Soviet Union—an example 
still solitary in character should lead to a premature adventurism 
which invites the suspension of the democratic process from motives 
similar to those which have led to its overthrow abroad. 

I am not denying for one moment the urgency of a profound 
change in the productive relations of our society; on the contrary, 

I have argued that it is the necessary condition for the resumption 
of expanding welfare, the basis, therefore, upon which alone we are 
likely to niiintain democratic government in Britain. But I am 
arguing, also, that unless this profound change is made with a 
sufficient volume of consent to make violent resistance seem an 
illegitimate gamble to the ruling class, it is likely, in our special 
circumstances, to be an illegitimate gamble on the part of the 
workers also. From this I draw two inferences. I draw the inference 
first that the mental climate of profound change is available to us 
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only in the period when the gravity of danger breaks down, over 
wide areas of opinion, the normal inhibitions of privilege. I draw 
the inference, second, that if this opportunity, now available to us, 
is missed the working-class will only be in a position successfully to 
defend its right to embark upon such changes when it has become, 
by constitutional means the accepted government of the country. 

I ‘have already discussed the first of these inferences; I have 
explained why the Conservative Party—esse.«dally the political 
instrument of economic and social privilege in Britain—is unlikely 
from its constitution to sec far enough into the nature of things to 
abdicate from the possession of power. The second inference assumes 
that, at the close of this war, there are three possibilities before us. 
It is possible that the Conservative Party will retain office and 
approach the task of reconstruction in a spirit which denies the need 
for profound change. In that event, its inability to create the con¬ 
ditions of expanding welfare will be rapidly demonstrated. It will 
then either be compelled to give way to the Labour Party, or, in 
one form or another, to make an end of Parliamentary Democracy 
in this country. If it gives way to the Labour Party the latter would 
then have at least the opportunity of initiating fundamental change; 
and because, by hypothesis, public opinion would be on its side, 
it would embark upon its experiments in the favourable condition 
that its opponents were on the defensive and discredited. Or it is 
possible, in the second place, that the mood of the people at the 
end of the war will result in a direct victory for the Labour Party. 
In that event, once more, it will have a constitutional title to embark 
upon experiment, and the power of its opponents to resist, while 
far from broken, will be seriously weakened by the strategic position 
it will occupy. 

Both of these possibilities depend, m the context of our power to 
maintain social peace, upon the quality of the intellectual and 
spiritual preparation of the Labour Party for its task. It will have 
to know with precision what it wants to do. It will have to be pre¬ 
pared to do it in a temper of courage and resolution. It will have 
to be built of the men and women fitted to be the instruments of 
these great ends. How far can we be sure that the necessary quality 
will be forthcoming? 

It is a difficult question to answer. The achievements of the 
Labour movement of Great Britain are, on any showing, very great. 
To have built the co-operative societies and the trade unions in less 
than a century of effort is an achievement of a high order. In local 
government, not least in London, it has shown in the last generation 
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a quality at least as great as that of either of its rivals. In certain 
aspects of its two periods as a government, above all in international 
affairs, it showed a grasp of realities which, had its term of office 
not been abruptly terminated in 1931, might well have saved Europe 
from the present conflict; and it is worth noting that, in the two 
crises of 1939 and 1940, it gave that lead to the nation upon which, 
as events have shown, its independence and safety hung. It com¬ 
mands a voluntary devotion and loyalty from its members which no 
other party in the country can rival. 

All this is true, I think, and important on any balanced estimate. 
But it would be foolish to deny that there are grave weaknesses in 
the Labour Party which no honest observer can view without alarm. 
The road to authority in its ranks is hard and long; it tends there¬ 
fore to be a party leadership in which belongs to men in late middle 
age when something, at any rate, of the energy and flexibility of 
mind has gone in all but extraordinary men. Great social changes 
are usually the work of a young government, especially in a revolu¬ 
tionary time. The weakness of the Labour Party in the years since 
1919 has been its inability to adapt its forms to the claims of youth 
to representation. It has few young men among its members in the 
House of Commons; proportionately, it has still fewer among its 
adopted candidates. Its tendency is to regard the safe seat in the 
House as the proper reward of long trade union service; and not a 
few of its representatives in Parliament enter it at an age when 
there is little prospect of a creative political career. Nor can it hope 
like its rivals, to persuade its older members to retire to a dignified 
retreat; financial compulsion makes it necessary for most of them 
to go on until defeat or death. Anyone who knows at first hand 
something of the economic tragedy that resignation involves in most 
instances will realize the gravity of this problem. No party, to put 
it bluntly, can hope to govern this country after the war until it 
has made room in the House of Commons for a full representation 
of the generation which will have fought the war. The Labour 
Party has not yet shown signs of an ability to meet this problem. 

l’his is, no doubt, a weakness that it is possible to correct by 
suitable procedural changes. But it is important to emphasize that 
the real need of the Labour Party lies in a different sphere. It 
requires to recover the faith and enthusiasm of its pioneers; it 
requires, also, the power to communicate them to an area of the 
population far wider than the ranks of the trade unions to whom 
it now predominantly appeals. It has got to make the man of 
science, the technician, the managerial class, recognize that the 



THE INTERNAL CONDITIONS OF DEMOCRACY 


201 


kind of society for which it stands offers them an opportunity, a 
power, and a security, which they cannot attain under the present 
order. It has got to win for a planned democracy groups that have 
so far largely failed to recognize its claims, groups, moreover, upon 
whose contribution the success of a planned democracy in large 
part .depends. 

To win those groups, as I think, there is need of some thing like a 
spiritual revolution in the Labour Party itsel. , and one of the 
gravest issues of this epoch is whether that i evolution can be made 
in the time at our disposal. That spiritual i evolution is not easy to 
define. It means the capacity to train leaders who are able to put 
the long-term view ahead of the short-term view, who can say with 
emphasis to their followers that a really adequate educational system 
is worth more in the end to the workers than half an hour off the 
day or an extra shilling on the daily wage. It means also the capacity 
to choose leaders who do not accept the bureaucrat’s plea that this 
innovation is dangerous or that this vested interest is too powerful 
to offend. It means the willingness, in short, to train leaders who 
will have the courage to demand from the movement sacrifices of 
the scale that the building of a planned society will require. And I 
do not think the Labour Party will have, at least in due proportion, 
leaders of this quality until the working-class movement has the 
knowledge which an understanding of the issues necessarily exacts 
from those who propose to embark upon great changes. 

Here, as I think, is the grave danger implicit in the class-structure 
of British society. Its imperial and economic supremacy was for so 
long unchallenged that not since the seventeenth century has it 
given to intelligence that place in public affairs to which it is entitled. 
We are paying now a heavy price for that partnership of gentleman, 
lawyer and business man to whose hands, for two centuries and a 
half, our destiny has been confided. They built a dualistic Britain 
in which there was absent that full interpenetration of mind between 
classes which we now require. We had two systems of education; 
we had an army in which, as Mr. Lloyd George has told us, birth 
and deportment were more important than intelligence; we had a 
church in which “good form” was more important than either 
saindiness or learning; we had a diplomacy whose practitioners 
were hardly even aware of the existence of nine-tenths of the popu¬ 
lation in the states to which they were accredited. Until the end of 
the last war, a man had to leave the working-class in order to have 
an effective place in the government of the country. In the inter- 
war years it was what Mr. Justice Holmes called the “inarticulate 
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major premiss” of the system that, if Labour was permitted to take 
office, its leaders should not act upon the postulates of action by 
the preaching of which they arrived at office. Even the leaders of 
the trade unions become, in considerable measure, members of the 
middle class in habit and in standard of life as they arrive at power; 
and their children become members of the class to which their 
parents have been piomoted. 

It is a system which has bred, in almost every walk of life, extra¬ 
ordinary individuals; and, until quite recently, it has had a sense 
of security which enabled it to display a gracious tolerance hardly 
known elsewhere. But it is not a system which has deliberately and 
consciously set itself the purpose of elevating the common man; 
that has been a casual by-product of its organization. Its cure for 
poverty has been charitable effort; its cure for ignorance has been 
an educational system which ended, for the great mass of the people, 
at the very point where knowledge begins to exercise its fascination. 
We have lived so long upon the accumulated results of our primacy 
that we adjust ourselves with difficulty to the idea that the canons 
of survival are no longer those by which our primacy was won. 
We have entered a period in which, whatever the value of the 
extraordinary individual, the future of our society depends upon 
our power and our willingness to organize the elevation of the 
common man, if we arc to remain a democratic society. 

This, it is worth remembering, is the warning that Matthew 
Arnold gave to the Victorian age; a warning that went in large 
part unheeded. For it is a fatal indictment of our rulers in the 
inter-war years that when our economic system bred millions of 
unemployed their zeal for the privileges they enjoyed should have 
failed to arouse in them any desire to scrutinize its foundations. 
A society cannot hope to endure when one-tenth of its adult workers 
are allowed over years to rot on the dole without creating a sense 
of personal responsibility in its rulers. A society cannot, either, 
hope to survive which does not attempt, as in the inter-war years 
we did not attempt, to make the relations of production propor¬ 
tionate to the forces of production. Nothing, so far, has been said 
by the representatives of the ruling class during the war which 
suggests that they see the need to make the attempt. The leaders 
of the Labour Party have proclaimed the need. But I do not think 
they will convince the mass of the nation of their own faith in their 
principles until they are insistent upon their application. One 
practical example is more exhilarating than a dozen eloquent 
manifestos. 



THE INTERNAL CONDITIONS OF DEMOCRACY 


203 

We have got to build an equal society in the next generation or 
we must abandon the democratic experiment; that is the stark 
alternative before us. It is an immense experiment. It has never 
been successfully attempted even by peaceful means. Were we to 
embark upon it now there are two reasons why we could reasonably 
hope to carry it through. The first is the degree to which men’s 
minds are attuned to the temper of innovation: the expectation of 
great changes is in the mental climate of this car. The second is 
the degree to which the awareness of our common danger makes 
for the acceptance of experiment which, three years ago, might 
well have broken the unity of the nation. Great leadership to-day 
could plan a revolution by consent it will not be open to us to¬ 
morrow to make. 

That cannot be said too olten, and it cannot be said too insistently. 
A total war which threatens the national existence calls cither for 
great victories or great measures; no people, as the French example 
shows, survives a total war on a diet ofgieat rhetoric merely. When 
we are in the presence of revolutionary forces whose impact touches 
the foundation of our national life we cannot ignore their existence; 
and it is the outstanding weakness of our picsent leadership that it 
seeks to ignore them. That is why, as I have said, the duty of the 
leaders of the Labour Party is to insist that the principles for which 
it stands should receive fulfilment to-day; left as half-promises for 
the aftermath of victory they will then merely tear asunder what 
to-day they could aspire to unite. For if it was clear that the revolu¬ 
tion by consent was the price of victory, the nation would insist 
that the revolution be made. It is the supreme inheritance of its 
traditions that it contemplates no alternative to victory but anni¬ 
hilation. 

But exactly as the appropriate moment is now, so, in all likelihood, 
we shall pay the penalty for allowing it to pass by. In all revolutions 
there comes a period of inertia when the fatigue of the effort compels 
a pause in the process of innovation. That period is bound to come 
with the cessation of hostilities. After a life cm the heights the human 
constitution seems to demand tranquillity and relaxation. To insist, 
in the period of pause, that we gird up our loins for a new and 
difficult journey, above all for a journey into the unknown, is to 
ask the impossible; the great rebellion is followed by the Restoration. 
When hostilities against Nazism cease, men will want, more than 
anything, a routine of thought and habit which does not compel 
the painful adaptation of their minds to disturbing excitement. 
Thinking government is a specific for the extraordinary time. With 
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normal relations restored thinking government always appears to 
the vested interests of a society a luxury it cannot afford. 

My argument is therefore the obvious one that we must find the 
plane on which democracy can function after the war during its 
course, or we are unlikely to find it at all. That lesson seems to me 
the outstanding inference from the experience of the inter-war 
years; above all, it is the outstanding inference from the tragic 
experience of France. In the grim crucible of war, a nation can 
build that pattern of reform which makes possible recovery after 
the war; in peace it is compelled, as the New Deal has demonstrated 
so conclusively in America, to choose between recovery and reform. 
But we face the issue that recovery upon the basis of the productive 
relations of the pre-war epoch is no longer compatible with the 
resumption of expanding welfare. That was already clear before 
1939. It explained the growing suspicion of the democratic principle 
among all those who found in its application a threat to the interests 
they believed to be jeopardized by that principle. A war for demo¬ 
cracy which does not create the conditions in which the democratic 
principle is viable is no more likely to attain its purpose than was 
the war of 1914. No one who lived through the days of triumph 
after November 11, 1918, can doubt the will of men to “make the 
world safe for democracy.” But the conditions of safety had not 
been created when men were ready to accept them; and a will that 
functions in the absence of the conditions required for its fulfilment 
is bound to remain a vain and empty thing. No talk of reconstruction 
after the war will give it assured foundations. Either we make the 
revolution during its course, or it will be forced upon us at its 
conclusion. But, in the latter event, democracy and freedom will 
be its first victims. 



Chapter VI 

THE INTERNATIONAL ASPECT 

i 

At the end of the last war, hopes were high that the main problems 
of power-politics had at last been solved. Democratic government 
seemed everywhere triumphant; the establishment of the League of 
Nations seemed to provide machinery' through which disarmament 
and the peaceful settlement of international disputes might be 
expected. The reaction against militarism was profound; and the 
anxiety of men to turn to tasks of creative reconstruction was one 
of the obvious features of the political landscape. Even to so cool 
and detached an observer as Field-Marshal Smuts it seemed clear 
that we had reached one of those epochs where “humanity had 
struck its tents and was on the march.” 

Within a decade of the Peace of Versailles the facts had made 
havoc of the dream. This was not, I think, because the treaty there 
made was inherently a bad one; most of its more obvious errors 
had, in any case, been corrected by 1929. It was rather that the 
statesmen who presided over it made, so to say, the wrong treaty. 
They were already confronted by the problems of the twentieth 
century; they solved the problems they inherited from the nine¬ 
teenth, and trusted that the League of Nations would ajiswer those 
with which they omitted to deal. What they forgot was, first, that 
they had failed to create the conditions under which the League 
could answer them, and, second, that their multiplication of 
sovereign states created, as it reaffirmed, a body of vested interests 
which would be bound, as they gathered momentum, to intensify 
the disproportion between the problems of the League and its 
power to solve them. 

For the central issue which was already vital at Versailles was 
the breakdown of the productive relations of capitalist-society, if 
these were to be set within the framework of democratic institutions— 
and that breakdown was exacerbated by the American disillusion 
which resulted in its return to isolationism. The suspension of its 
welcome to immigrants from Europe, and its adoption of a high- 
tariff policy, in fact combined to shut off the safety-valve of an 
economically interdependent world. Once the first glow of post-war 
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emotionalism had passed, it was obvious that the future meant 
either such an adjustment of productive relations as would enable 
democracy to survive, or, as the alternative, a struggle for survival 
between groups of nation-states which would, sooner or later, mean 
a second world-war. 

And, on the international stage, this is the central theme of the 
inter-war years. It is a contrast between immense potential pro¬ 
duction and ac tual widespread poverty. It is a contrast between 
eager hopes and bitter frustrations. No reader of the literature of 
these years, above all of its economic literature, can fail to observe 
the width of the abyss which separated the expectations men had 
formed, and the c apacily of statesmen, within the framework of 
existing produc tive relations, to satisfy them. The scene seemed set 
for an economic s of abundance; the* vested interests of the productive 
relations compelled an economics of scarcity. The victorious nations, 
within th.it framework, were above all anxious to maintain their 
inherited advantages; the defeated or disappointed nations were 
above all anxious to find ways of overcoming their inferior position. 
The productive relations created, as it were, an upper limit of 
possible adjustment whic h was completely inadequate to the 
problems set for the statesmen of the major powers. 

Most of the diagnosis of the issue in these years, especially the 
academic diagnosis, was beside the point, because it assumed that, 
given good will, the problem set was soluble within the categories 
enforced by the existing productive relations. There were thinkers, 
like Professor Gilbert Murray, who argued that the main need was 
to abrogate sovereignty; an argument which assumed that the 
sovereignty of the state is like a tap which can be turned on or off 
at will, instead of seeing that the sovereignty of the state is an 
instrument for protecting a gixen system of productive relations, 
and that only a revolutionary change in these makes it politically 
possible to abiogate the sovereignty of the state. Others, like Pro¬ 
fessor Lionel Robbins, traced the malaise to the abandonment of 
laissez-faire , without, seemingly, perceiving that this abandonment 
had itself been the outcome o.f the experience of laissez-faire in 
action. 

What became, above all, exident in the inter-war years was the 
dependence of democratic institutions upon an economics of expan¬ 
sion Once that xvas unavailable, the contradiction between the 
implications of capitalism and the implications of democracy could 
not be overcome. Fear that the Russian experience might be 
repeated put the beneficiaries of capitalism everywhere on their 
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guard; and where the tradition of democracy was weak, as in Italy 
and Germany, its overthrow was accomplished with relative ease. 
But because, as I have sought to show in an earlier chapter, its 
replacement by Fascism still left the major problems of a contracting 
capitalism unsolved, the makers of Fascist states uere compelled to 
embark upon an imperialist policy as the price of their internal 
security. But this they could not do without a thi . at to their rivals. 
Mussolini, no doubt, was not powerful enough 0 challenge alone 
any of the major powers; he had to content himself with minor 
loot which whetted, without satisfying, the appetite of his people. 
Hitler had to spend the first five yeais of his authority in the con¬ 
cealment of his true purposes while he posed, in his anti-Bolshevist 
crusade, as the enemy of the enemy of all capitalist interests. He 
sprang only when he thought, not wholly without justice, that a 
lightning war would take him directly to his objective. If the West 
acquiesced in his assault upon Russia, he was the master of Europe, 
if not of the world. If the West resisted, his speedy triumph over its 
resistance would put him in a position where his power would be 
unbreakable. 

Once the attack had been launched, the technological founda¬ 
tions of modem warfare made it rapidly assume the character of a 
world-struggle far more intense, and much wider in its implications, 
than the war of 1914-18 It has become certain that either Fascism 
must triumph completely or be defeated completely; between these 
alternatives there is no middle way. And if we assume the defeat of 
Fascism, the problem of international relationships at once presses 
itself upon us as, in substance, the problem left unsolved by the 
authors of the peace of Versailles—that of the productive relations 
of the modern world. For let us be clear that the destruction of 
Fascism does not of itself create the conditions in which democracy 
and freedom are safe; it merely creates the conditions in which, 
because their chief enemy is removed, their safety permits of being 
organized. It still leaves us with the issue of achieving that organi¬ 
zation. 

Nothing is more dangerous than to underestimate the difficulties 
of this organization. It is easy to draw up paper Utopias, Anglo- 
American Union, European Federation, a new League of Nations, 
and so forth. Our chief concern must be to remember that democracy 
and freedom flourish when economic systems expand, and not 
otherwise; and that within the productive relations of he existing 
order, the principles of no major nation-state, except those of the 
Soviet Union, permit this expansion. We must set this concern in 
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the background of the realization that the productive capacity of 
the world, and especially of the United States, will have enormously 
increased by the end of the war, and that, if the principles of 
ownership and control remain unchanged, there will be no increase 
in the effective demand corresponding to that increase in productive 
capacity. The military defeat of the Fascist powers, this is to say, 
will leave us confronting, though far more intensely, all the problems 
that we confronted on November n, 1918. Only by organizing the 
conditions in which an economics of expansion again becomes 
possible have we the hope of solving them. 

That means, quite simply, raising the standard of life all over 
the world, and, particularly, in those areas, China, India, South- 
Eastern Europe, South America, where it is to-day pitifully low. 
The secret of peace is the enlargement of effective demand; without 
that achievement this war will have been fought in vain. But to 
enlarge it means a planned economy for the many; and a grim 
historic experience ought to convince us that this is not possible 
within the present relations of production. Unless, therefore, we can 
transcend them, the character of the post-war petiod already defines 
itself. A boom will be followed by a slump; there will be hurried 
attempts at some partial and fragmentary “New Deal” expenditure 
upon whii h will result in an upward turn of trade. We shall then 
be warned by business men of the danger of government interven¬ 
tion, and there will develop that clash between progressive govern¬ 
ments and the interests of property which defines the age-long 
antagonism between recovery and reform. An intenser economic 
nationalism will again emerge while the specialists offer remedies 
which no government will have the courage, and few will have the 
power, to attempt The institutions we shall have constructed to 
maintain peace will find their authority slowly eroded by their 
inability to deal with conditions outside their postulates of action. 
Among the masses theie will develop an angry disillusion at the 
second frustration of the brave new world they were promised; and 
among the forces of privilege there will develop an angry fear at 
the inroads upon their privileges the expectations of the masses 
seem to threaten, lo the masses the war for democracy and freedom 
will appear an empty sham; to the privileged, their expression of 
anger at the sham will seem a threat to law and order which promises 
only anarchy and confusion. Once again we shall find that we have 
not enough in common to decide our differences by consent. We 
shall move from an age of conflict between nations to an age of 
conflict between classes; and, where the forces of privilege find a 
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new Hitler as their instrument, the success of counter-revolution in 
some major state will at least imply, and may well involve, the 
prospect of a new world-war. 

This diagnosis may have more immediacy than we like to admit 
to ourselves. For, on the assumption of a victory for the United 
Nations in this war, there are no certain indications that the purposes 
they hold in common can be maintained. The hate and ruin the 
war will have imposed are bound to go deep; n no showing will 
it be easy to transmute them into constructive channels. The policing 
of Europe and Asia by the victors up to that stage where, in Ger¬ 
many, Italy and Japan, they have stable governments in being to 
which the normal tasks of statehood can be entrusted raises, at the 
very outset, an immense question: for what purpose are they to be 
policed? If, for example, the military defeat of Hitler is followed in 
Germany by a Communist revolution will its policies be accepted 
by the other United Nations, apart from Russia ? And if the German 
example were to spread to France, for instance, and to Italy, what, 
again, would be their attitude? And is it likely that most of the 
provisional governments now in London can hope, if they return to 
their native lands, to attain serious relevance to the problems they 
will confront without undertaking large-scale economic changes 
which sweep out of existence the prescriptive privileges they now; 
so predominantly express and by which, also, they are predominantly/ 
sustained? 

We are in a realm, in fact, which goes far deeper than the questions- 
of frontiers, armaments, and minorities by which we were obsessed 
in the inter-war years. We have got to learn to think of these matters 
as symptoms of deeper causes we have to tackle. It is the outstanding 
experience of the Soviet Union that the problem of nationalities is 
soluble on a plane of economic equality; where this is absent, a 
frontier is a threat and a minority an almost inevitable source of 
trouble. It is not enough for the United Nations to agree upon ends 
which, formally, announce that these issues have been met. It is 
the rhetoric merely of statesmanship to announce great ends without 
organizing the conditions which give realistic availability to those 
ends. These conditions, I suggest, are, overwhelmingly, a question 
of the relations of production in the post-war era; and upon the 
nature of those relations none of the United Nations, except Russia, 
is yet committed. Most of their governments, indeed, have shrunk 
from facing the question of their nature for fear of the decision’s 
impact upon the unity of its people. 

It is, I think, one of the clear lessons of the inter-war years that 
o 



210 REFLECTIONS ON THE REVOLUTION OF OUR TIME 

while the interest of a Communist state, like that of Russia, is 
peace, since peace is the condition of the success of its experiment, 
the interest of capitalist states is held to be threatened by its success¬ 
ful development. That is why, as I have already argued, even the 
statesmen of the capitalist democracies did not, in its early phases, 
at least, regard the anti-Bolshevik ciusade of Hitler as unwelcome. 
A society of states can permit wide disparities of system in an age 
of economic expansion; in an age of ec onomic contraction, like our 
own, a state which destroys privilege is bound to seem a challenge 
to states which maintain it. Not unless the conditions of expansion 
arc icnewed is there the likelihood that they can live together in 
peace. That is why any profound social revolution, being, in its 
nature, a clot trinal revolution, puls vested interests all over the 
world on the defensive. That was the effect of the French and 
Russian Revolutions; and it is not accident that, in 1848, all the 
forces of reaction in Europe combined to suppress the rising hopes 
of the third estate. 

From this angle, 1 see no merit in international programmes of 
institutional change which do not deal, from the outset, with the 
relations of production in such a manner as to make possible re¬ 
newed access to the economics of expansion. The protagonists of 
Anglo-Ainei i< an union, for example-, would not, even if they 
achieved their aim, do more, granted the persistence of the present 
relations of production in both '-tales, than strengthen tire power of 
Anglo-American imperialism. It can doubtless be argued that this 
imperialism has been, on either side, less e vil than the alternative 
imperialisms which are, or have been, its rivals; those of Spain, for 
example, or Japan, and quite certainly that Hitlerite imperialism 
with which Britain and America are now locked in deadly combat. 
An Anglo-American imperialism might be able, for a whole epoch, 
to keep the peace by the massive power its resources would make 
possible. But there is no reason to suppose that it would not face 
the historic dilemma of all imperialism-- cither that, in a period of 
economic contraction, it lived by its power to exploit abroad, or 
was faced, at home, by the- contradiction between capitalism and 
democracy, (hue the productive potentialities of modern industry 
and agriculture imply an intercc mice ted world-market, Anglo- 
American unitv is, cm a capitalist ba* is, unrelated to the problems 
of a creative peace. 

Nor, as I think, are the proponents of a Federal Europe in better 
case. For, oiu e more, it its productive relations remain upon the 
present basis, it confronts two difficulties that it is powerless to solve. 
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If it is built upon freedom of trade within the European unity so 
made, it is likely merely to stereotype the existing distribution of 
economic power within its area; and it becomes a potential threat 
to American markets in (he Far East and South America. In so 
far as the threat is successful, it then prevents the full use by the 
United States of its power to produce; so far, it diminishes the power 
of the United States to increase the standard of life of its citizens. 
And the idea of a Federal Europe, again upon the present basis of 
productive relations, raises the problem, so acute between the 
North and South in the United States, ol the free movement of 
capital within its area to obtain the advantage of cheap labour 
conditions. In the age of giant industry, the absence of uniform 
standards in the labour market creates problems of increasing 
complexity. Is there, for instance, to be compulsory trade unionism 
in the European mining industry? If not, is the reply of the British 
coal-owners to a strike of British miners for higher wages to be the 
introduction, say, of Polish miners into British mines? Is it likely 
that this could be attempted without violence? If it were successfully 
attempted would not its result be a general lowering of the miners* 
standard of life in Britain? Is not the probability, as a matter of 
psychological fact, that freedom of migration would have to be 
forbidden in the federation? Is the idea of a European federation 
real in which a prohibition has to be laid on the free movement of 
persons? And docs not the corporate character of modern private 
enterprise, especially with its international ramifications, require 
the establishment of a uniform standard of labour conditions if we 
are to prevent the exploitation of the backward areas at the expense 
of the more advanced? Granted, in fact, the general character of 
the relations of production at the present time, a European federa¬ 
tion might well have economic implications that were reactionary 
rather than progressive. 

Nor is it easy to see that a reconstitution of the League of Nations 
would solve our problems, unless its basis were drastically revised. 
For the problem of keeping the peace—the main reason for the 
League’s creation—is only in part a matter that depends upon 
the wills of men. For those wills, after all, are determined by the 
environment in which they have to function. If they relate to 
common interests, they can move on common lines; but if the 
interests are not held in common, the drive of each will becomes 
different in character. So much of our thought is the product of our 
situation, that a different situation begets a different pattern of 
thought, and this, in its turn, leads to purposes not less capable of 



212 REFLECTIONS ON THE REVOLUTION OF OUR TIME 

dividing than of uniting. It is not merely a question, important 
though this is, of abolishing that rule of unanimity which, between 
1919 and 1939, was so grave a hindrance to international legislation. 
Cosmopolitan law-making becomes a practicable proposition when 
either the states involved in the process have an approximately 
equal interest in its results, or are not powerful enough to risk a 
breach of the law. Where a state is convinced that some proposal 
is ruinous to its interests, if it is strong enough, it will fight rather 
than give way. 

I do not think it is a sufficient answer to this view to say that, 
after the experience of this war, we shall organize collective security 
against aggression. In all probability we shall. But the real question 
turns upon the durability of the organization we build. Our interest 
must be not in the pattern of international institutions which 
within a brief time of victory, it is possible to get accepted; our 
interest must rather be in the pattern behind which there is likely 
to be an effective sanction say thirty years from now. Collective 
security can be organized on a durable foundation if the conditions 
exist which give the major states of the world a direct and equal 
interest in applying its authority against a possible or actual 
aggressor. But anyone who examines either the Sino-Japanese 
dispute, or the conquest of Abyssinia by Italy, will see that neither 
good will nor the necessary power is sufficient in the absence of an 
interest in the full application of the principle. All the smaller 
European powers disliked German aggression after 1933; but none 
of them was willing to risk its neutrality in the service of the only 
principle which could have made that neutrality have meaning. 

It must, moreover, be understood that once we create a system 
of sanctions against the use of war as an instrument of state-policy, 
we arc creating conditions which either stereotype the status quo of 
some given moment, or else compel the abrogation of the sovereignty 
of the state. 1 he retention of sovereignty in the state stereotypes 
the status quo because no state is prepared peacefully to surrender 
some interest it deems vital; that is why it retains its character as 
sovereign. Hiat is why, to take an obvious example, though Great 
Britain signed, in 1930, the Optional Clause of the Permanent 
International Court, it reserved from its application certain regions 
in which it regarded itself as having a special interest; which was, 
in fact, another way of saying that it would defend this interest by 
force unless a change in the status quo were made with its consent. 

But we must be quite clear what is involved in the alternative 
conclusion that states will agree to the abrogation of their sovereignty. 
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For all effective purposes, this means the limitation of the power 
of the great states; the resources required bv the technology and 
scale of modern warfare have already made sovereigns impossible 
for minor states. To speak of Denmark or of Portugal as sovereign 
states is to dwell in a purely formal realm, in the world of hard 
fact, it is, to-day, the United States, the f vict Union, Great 
Britain, Germany and Japan that are truh sovereign; to-morrow, 
perhaps, China and India, and, it may b*\ France once more. But 
the essence of sovereignty is, as Bodin said, the power to give orders 
to all and to receive orders from none; in th«_ international sphere, 
it is the power, if challenged, to impose its will by the sword. The 
sovereignty of any state is the supreme coercive power which its 
government operates against any rival contender for its possession, 
internal or external. But the character of a government, the ends, 
therefore, for which, if it can, it will exercise its supreme coercive 
power, arc set by the parallelogram of forces in the society which 
it controls. The determining factor in that parallelogram is the 
relations of production in the society. To surrender sovereignty, 
therefore, is for any state to surrender the powrr its government 
exercises of maintaining any given relations of production within 
the society. 


II 

Here, as I think, is the real core of the international problem. 
Unless we learn to see that the political character of a given nation¬ 
state is the result of the experience embodied in its particular 
system of productive relations, that the forms always express the 
drive of the interests these relations involve, we cannot understand 
the questions we have to answer. Great Britain is a capitalist 
democracy because, in the three centuries since the Stuarts began 
to reign, that was the form of state which best suited the way in 
which our relations of production developed. The small oligarchy 
of property-owners, landed and industrial, which limited the power 
of the Crown in its own interest between 1642 and 1688, gave way 
to bourgeois democracy after 1832 because the emphasis of the 
Revolution Settlement no longer suited the requirements of the 
shape the relations of production had taken by that time. 1832, in 
substance, was a conquest of Britain by the industrial middle class 
with the support of the workers; but, once the conquest was, for 
practical purposes, complete, the industrial middle class joined 
hands with the landed, mainly aristocratic, Britain it had conquered 
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to exercise the sovereignty of the state for their joint interest; the 
workers had to light their way to each item of their share in the 
new dispensation, and it was only because the new character of the 
productive relations coincided with an epoch of immense economic 
expansion that their struggle did not assume, as the Chartist Move¬ 
ment shows it nearly did assume, a revolutionary character. So far, 
the delicate union which capitalist democracy represents has been 
successful in Britain because the immense accumulation of wealth 
ac hieved by the ruling class in the epoch of expansion enabled it, 
if with int rcasing difficulty, to satisfy the established expectations 
of the workers. The British problem is how to continue that process 
of satisfaction within the lrame of capitalist democracy, as the 
standard of expectation increases and the period of expansion 
comes, as within the existing system of productive relations it has 
clearly come, to a decisive end. 

It is worth comparing the British pattern with those of Germany, 
the United States, and Russia, in broad historical terms. In Ger¬ 
many there was not, as in Britain and France, a middle-class 
revolution which established a capitalist democracy; particularism 
prevented German unity until 1870 and the late development of 
industrialization made the attempt to democratize German institu¬ 
tions in 1848 abortive. When the revolution was effected, after the 
defeat of 1918, the pattern of the Weimar Republic was already 
obsolete. Partly, this was because its relations of production were 
already in contradiction with its forces of production; the epoch in 
which capitalist democracy could expand peacefully was already 
over; there was not the leeway, either in time or in accumulated 
wealth, for the ruling class of Germany to make the concessions to 
the workers which would satisfy them without a fatal injury to its 
position as a i uling class. When, to this, are added the grave psycho¬ 
logical results of defeat, foreign control, and the destruction of the 
lower middle-class security by inflation, it was clear that there was 
no stability in Weimar. It had either to reinforce its democracy by 
transcending its capitalism; or it had to make its relations of pro¬ 
duction secure by safeguarding them against the implications of 
democracy. When it c hose the latter, with the masses, perhaps, 
hardly awaie of what had been chosen, it became the inevitable 
citadel ol counter-revolution. 

1 he American experience, though dramatically different in the 
rhetone it has employed, is really a variant upon the experience of 
Great Britain. Its boundless extent and immense resources seemed 
to safeguard it, almost by nature, from the tragedies of a Europe 
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racked by ancient national antagonisms and deep-class divisions. 
The United States began without the marks of a feudal inheritance 
and without the prejudice against social equality which is now part 
of the pathology of English life. It was able to offer opportunities 
upon a scale which must have made its horizons seem wider to 
more millions than have dared to scan them with hope until the 
outbreak of the Russian Revolution. No modern society, certainly, 
has been able to offer greater scope to talent, or a more certain 
refuge from oppression, than did the United States in the century 
and a half from the Declaration of Independence. 

Yet, in essence, the outcome of American history is a capitalist 
democracy which faces the same problems as Great Britain, even 
if it has a greater leeway within which to solve them. That this 
might be the case was, indeed, foreseen with marvellous insight by 
Tocqueville just over a century ago. He prophesied that if there 
developed in America an excessive concentration of economic 
power in a few hands, so that, as he put it, between employers 
and workers there was a relation but not a partnership, that con¬ 
centration would beget an industrial feudalism incompatible with 
democratic principles. While it is untrue to say that this industrial 
feudalism has arrived—had it done so President Roosevelt would 
not be in the White House—its arrival is at least threatened. 
American economic expansion, in the classic sense, is over; the 
relations of production deny the possibilities of the forces of pro¬ 
duction in the same way as in Great Britain. The standard of life 
of the masses does not satisfy their established expectations; the 
state is everywhere compelled, by the drive of political democracy, 
to intervene for its protection. But each phase of this intervention 
is fiercely resented and fiercely resisted by the privileged class; a 
positive state is denounced as “unamerican”; “true” democracy is 
equated with laissez-faire in every sphere where it seeks to aid the 
under-privileged. Meanwhile the power of American production 
increases without any parallel power, within the domestic market, 
to consume the commodities so made available. There develops the 
classic need to capture foreign markets to satisfy that profit-making 
motive which is the drive of capitalist production. But since America, 
like Europe, has, as the great depression after 1929 made obvious, 
entered upon the period of economic contraction, its democracy, in 
its present form, can only suivive either by becoming imperialist or 
by transcending its capitalist relation. If the future of America 
were to lie in the first direction it could not surrender its sovereignty. 
For, if its wall as a state could be bound by the wills of other states, 
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it would be unable to develop an imperialism. That would force it 
to choose between capitalism and democracy; and, if it chose the 
first, America, like Hitlerite Germany, would be driven to aggressive 
war. 1 hat would, of course, involve the resumption of sovereignty 
by the American state; for a declaration of war is the supreme 
expression of sovereign power. 

1 am arguing that the sovereignty of these major states is necessary 
to the maintenance of the particular configuration of economic 
interests ol whit h, in final analysis, it is the protective armament, 
I am suggesting that, historically, the logic of capitalism enables it, 
in its phase of expansion, to marry with political democracy because 
it lias then the cc onomit elbow-room necessary to satisfy the demand 
of the masses. But I am arguing, also, that, when the phase of 
< onlianion tomes, capitalist democracy must, if it is to continue, 
be< onic imperialist, that this means international tension and con- 
lli< t, and that, therefore, the logic of its productive relations requires 
the retention of sovereignty. Since, further, in the epoch of con- 
tra< lion the sovereignty of the state is incompatible with interna¬ 
tional organization, it follows that the objectives of the United 
Nations m this wai are, in their turn, incompatible with the main- 
UnaiK e ol democracy on a capitalist foundation. 

The modem histoiy of Russia bears out this analysis. Under the 
conupt and inefficient autocracy of the Czars, the backwardness of 
its economic development was obvious; but it could not create the 
conditions ol economic progress without also creating conditions 
fatal to the \estcd interests of that autocracy. When Czarism broke 
down under the double strain of mismanagement and defeat the 
Russian 1 ouigeoisie was neither numerous nor expeiienced enough 
to establish a capitalist uemociacy. The hesitations of those who 
seized powe i hom the treble hands of Nicholas were fatal to their 
mention of it. Benin had the genius to see and the resolution to 
fulfil the immense |x>sdbilitics of a combination of the peasantry 
and the* m ban piolctanat against the indecisions of the Kerensky 
regime. He established a socialist state which, in its essentials, has 
been built upon the principle of planned production for community 
consumption. And, granted the immense resources of the Soviet 
Union, the absence of the vested claims on production there of a 
pmilegcd class which builds by the profit-making motive, there is 
not, noi can there be, a contradiction in the Russian system between 
the relations of production and the fences of production. Russia, 
this is to say, does not need to confront the prospect of an epoch 
w'hcn, as with Germany to-day and, it may be, the United States 
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to-morrow, the antithesis between capitalism and democracy means 
a domestic Fascism which is inherently compelled to foreign con¬ 
quest. The Russian experiment has, if the United Nations are 
victorious, and if international security be available to it, all the 
promise and opportunity of the American age of expansion without 
the latent contradictions which brought that epoch to a close. 

This is why, always granted external security, the Soviet Union 
does not need sovereignty in the sense in wl ch Gieat Britain or 
Germany, the United States or Japan, requires it. In each of these 
states supreme coercive power is in the hands of a class which 
controls the government in the interest of its privileges. It cannot 
surrender its sovereignty without danger to those privileges. The 
whole shape of its life is geared to the pattern which that class 
believes to be the safeguard of those interests it regards as funda¬ 
mental. Any attempt to change the pattern is resisted; the whole 
purpose of the law is to prevent that change. This is the funda¬ 
mental fact we have to face when we strip off the massive rationali¬ 
zations by which a ruling class persuades itself, and, perhaps almost 
as often, those over whom it tules, that the things it believes to be 
the safeguard of its privileges are pait of the permanent order of 
nature. Each element in the foreign policy of the capitalist demo¬ 
cracies touches the vital ncive-centre of some vested interest; an 
alteration, therefore, in a tariff-schedule may be the difference 
between life and death for that vested interest, and, if it be strong 
enough, it will mobilize all its power to prevent an alteration to its 
detriment, even if it be to the common interest that the alteration 
be made. So, to take the supreme instance of our time, in order to 
prevent the development of a synthetic oil industry outside of 
Germany and Italy, the Standard Oil Company of New Jersey, 
during the war itself, gave to the German chemical combine the 
sc.cret formulae by which the cost of manufacturing synthetic rubber 
was halved while it denied the use of those formulae to the American 
and British governments. Standard Oil, indeed, was almost in 
alliance with interests with which the government of the United 
States was practically at war. 

Sovereignty, in short, is the instrument through which the vested 
interests in any society wage what Mr. Brailsford has happily 
termed the war of steel and gold; and, under the cloak of govern¬ 
ment authority, they invoke the half-rational sentiment of nationalism 
to maintain their power abroad. In the sense in which there are 
vested interests in a capitalist society, there are no vested interests 
in the Soviet Union. Ihere are inequalities, as I think grave 
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inequalities, of reward; but those inequalities do not involve those 
relations of production which, as with ourselves, are helpless in 
foreign relations if they may be subjected to a rule of conduct to 
which they do not consent. The motive to aggression, except on 
grounds of external security, is ruled out by the nature of the Russian 
system; in any capitalist society, which has reached the period of 
contraction, every vested interest must be aggressive if it wishes to 
maintain its ground. The way to aggression lies through the exercise 
of sovereignty. 

When, therefore, Professor Gilbert Murray calls sovereignty the 
flaw in the nineteenth-century system, he is right; but the flaw is 
not removed simply by declaring it abolished. For it reaches down 
so deep into the roots of capitalist society that, to abolish it effectively, 
requires a revolution in those relations of production upon which 
the political superstructure of a society depends. Men can settle 
their problems by discussion and consent when either they have an 
equal interest in whatever decision they make, or when they are 
certain that they will benefit by the result. But they cannot so 
settle their problems if, in a contracting economic universe the 
settlement in fact depends on the physical power of the parties. It 
is this kind of settlement that sovereignty is intended to maintain. 
It is, so to say, the tight, ultimately, to impose its own terms by 
force if it cannot get them by agreement. It is the threat to use 
violence if argument is ineffective, in the belief that the violence 
used will secure the desired end. 

It is no use saying that civilized peoples do not permit their 
governments to act in this way; a large part of history is the record 
of just siuh actions. It is the history of African colonization right 
down to our own day; it is the history of the treatment of Asia by 
Europe; “dollar diplomaty” in Central America has been marked 
by just the same features. Capitalist democracy, when it faces 
economic difficulties at home, is bound to play power-politics 
abroad on two conditions. It must have the strength to do so, in 
the first place; and it must have the skill so to play its cards that it 
does not outrage its domestic critics in the second. On these terms, 
its vested interests will attract to the exercise of sovereignty all the 
emotional dtive that national feeling can provide. Few people now 
doubt that the South African war was waged on behalf of a shoddy 
group of financial adventurers; its wrongs were not righted until the 
great gesture of 1909. But, at the time, even Fabian socialists like 
Sidney Webb and Bernard Shaw drew the simple inference that 
right must be on the side of the big battalions. That the ethics of 
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imperialism have more complex roots does not seem then to have 
occurred to them. 


Ill 

The organization of peace therefore presents us with problems 
the'main emphasis of which is on the economic plane. Peace depends 
upon the resumption of the conditions of an economics of expansion. 
That economics is unavailable to us within the framework of the 
present relations of production. For these make it impossible to push 
up the volume of effective demand to fit the requirements of our 
capital structure. The root of economic crises lies in the conflict, 
which is permanent in any capitalist society, between productive 
power and consumptive power. Hence arises not only the perpetual 
tragedies of the trade cycle, but, in the long run, domestic revolution 
and foreign war. Given a mal-distribution of individual income 
within a community, and of productive resources in nation-states 
competing in the world-market, and there is no escape from the 
ultimate arrival of any capitalist system of production at an epoch 
of conflict because its contraction of available welfare is bound to 
breed war and revolution. This has become even more clear, since 
Marx’s day, by the breakdown of the classic theory of an equilibrium 
supply price of capital. And even if it be true that no alternative 
theory has yet acquired the same status among economists—most 
of whom were, until the devastating incursion ol Keynes, little more 
than the ingenious defenders of capitalist society—it is at least 
certain that within the historic framework of capitalism a stable 
and peaceful international society cannot be built. 

It is, after all, of quite ultimate significance that only twice in 
our own lifetime have we known a period of full employment, and 
each was duiing the course of a world-war. Each was a period of 
planned production in which the full potentialities of our resources 
became available in the degree to which, if only for the sake of 
victory, we transcended the claims of vested interest. And in Britain 
during each of these periods, it was surely significant, also, that the 
health of the population was better, its general standards of nutri¬ 
tion more adequate, a laiger propoition of its citizens, the armed 
forces apart, productively employed, than in peace-time. If it be 
granted, as practically everyone grants, that we shall not return, 
after the war, to a laissez-faire system, that planning, in some form 
has come to stay, the central question of the peace then becomes 
quite simply whether we are going to plan for the many or for the few. 
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The whole liiture of international organization turns upon our 
answer to this question. World-peace means widening everywhere 
the distribution of economic demand. So long as the Indian ryot 
and the Chinese coolie, the worker in the sulphur-mines of Sicily 
and the fellaheen of Egypt, are so poor and so ignorant as now, so 
long, also, as the extension of abundance is a threat to the owners 
and controllers of the instruments of production, peace is merely a 
period in which we prepare for new wars. Capitalism in contraction 
is bound by its nature to be imperialist and militarist, for it is 
driven to monopoly and thence to restriction. And this is true even 
if part of the profits of a restrictionist policy are shared, as in the 
United States and Britain they have been shared, with labour 
organizations powerful enough to exact concessions from their 
masters. In any case, this power docs not last; for any nation which 
becomes imperialist and militarist will soon confront needs which 
drive it to Fascism, and the first steps of a Fascist state are the 
suppression of those labour organizations which seek to exact con¬ 
cessions from their masters. 

To plan the expansion of effective demand is therefore the central 
issue we confront. In a sense, this planning has two sides, though 
in life itself they cannot be separated from each other. On the one 
hand, it means an internal change in the productive relations of 
each society; on the other, it means joint action by states to develop 
effective demand in the backward areas of the world. It is with this 
second aspect that we arc here concerned. But we must note that, 
in any thorough-going way the road to such international develop¬ 
ment depends upon the ability of the states involved to secure it on 
a plane which avoids imperialist exploitation. If such international 
development were the basis upon which the richer nations became, 
as it were, rentier-parasites upon the poorer nations a stage might 
easily develop in which the usurer’s claim would be repudiated, 
with a consequent ill-feeling that might easily breed conflict. We 
must not forget the history of foreign loans to Russia, and the 
temper bred by the Bolshevist refusal to recognize them. Nor must 
we forget, cither, that if a community attempts, like the Soviet 
Union, to exploit its potential resources at the cost of present 
consumption-standards, it may exact a terrible price from one 
generation for the benefit of another. The Soviet Government was 
able to impose that price; but no one will ever be able to measure 
the misery and the suffering it caused. 

From this angle, international organization in the post-war period 
seems to imply, above all, an economic foundation. It argues the 
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need for the planned development of a world regarded as a common 
pool of wealth to which all nations have access, on terms as nearly 
equal as we can make them. The administration of the common 
pool needs common principles of action. Clearly enough, those 
common principles are the valuations of a new civilization. They 
require an international legislature in which, on behalf of all the 
peoples, the representatives of governments can agree upon those 
valuations and settle the priorities they involve. Below this ultimate 
task, there is a mass of technical decisions to be taken each general 
category of which will require the supervision of a functional body. 
The allocation of raw materials, the organization of stable prices 
for primary commodities, the planning of means of communication, 
the control of tariffs and migration, the decision to devote interna¬ 
tional loans to one purpose rather than to another, the creation of 
a pool of specialists available for backward areas or for special 
crises, these are illustrations merely of functions it is important to 
see in an international context. 

The war itself has made the central principle of action an obvious 
one. It is the principle which underlies President Roosevelt’s great 
conception of the Lend-Lease Act. Like all great conceptions, its 
essence is a simple one. The United States, out of its abounding 
resources, aids the United Nations in need as an investment in the 
victory of freedom. That one transcendent aim governs all the 
purposes to which the Lend-Lease Act is devoted. It is not the 
profits of American business men which determines their applica¬ 
tion; nor is it the extension of the corporate power of the United 
States. What determines the allocation of priorities under the system 
is the best judgment the leaders of the United Nations can make 
of their relevance to victory. 

It is this conception, I suggest, that we require for the organiza¬ 
tion of an economics of expansion in the post-war world. We have 
to learn to regard it as an investment in the victory of that peace 
without which there is no freedom. The obvious value, for example, 
of the rapid industrialization of India and China, the advance in 
their purchasing power implicit in this effort, does not require 
emphasis. The interdependence of prosperity is a platitude; what 
we forget is that we must apply our platitudes if they are to be 
living truths. Just as a bank is interested in the success of its cus¬ 
tomers, so is a nation interested in the success of other nations. But 
we must remember that this reciprocity of interest is true only in 
an expanding economic universe. Once we are conditioned to 
scarcity through contraction, each nation seeks to get the most it 
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can for itself of what welfare there is. The supreme example of this 
practice was the German barter system developed by Schacht after 
Hitler came to power. It sought to make the economy of South- 
Eastern Europe so dependent on that of Germany that no other 
nation could penetrate the markets it thus controlled. Economic 
penetration led, inescapably, to political domination. To assure its 
markets Germany had to be the virtual sovereign of that area, and 
it had to see to it that the forms of economic development there did 
not interfere with the character of its own manufacturing poten¬ 
tialities. In effect, South-Eastern Europe had to be kept as a source 
of raw materials for Germany; and that meant the conditioning of 
its industrial potentialities to German needs. In any fundamental 
way, none of the states in South-Eastern Europe could escape from 
the German net without a dislocation of the German economy; 
granted the character of Hitler Germany that meant the possibility 
of war. 

This dilemma does not obtain in the economics of expansion. 
British investment made largely possible the development of 
American railways; but that did not result in the subordination of 
American economic potentialities to the requirements of the British 
pattern. Where the economic relations of peoples rest upon the 
plane of equality, there is a common benefit in the exchange of 
goods and services; but the equality is fundamental. Without it, the 
weaker people as inevitably passes into a subordinate position as 
the superior power of the white man in Africa forces the African 
native into a position of inferiority. And, without it, the weaker 
people can only escape from its subordination by challenging the 
position of the stronger, just as the African native, in Kenya, for 
example, can, under present conditions, only challenge the privileged 
interests of the white settler by revolt. The extension I have indicated 
of the underlying principle of the Lend-Lease Act provides a high 
road of escape from this dilemma. And, in essence, there is no other 
way of escape. 

For, in essence, the situation by which we shall be confronted at 
the end of this war offers only the alternatives of organizing expan¬ 
sion or organizing restriction. If wc decide upon the latter, we 
leave in being all the fundamental causes out of which the two 
world-wars have been born. If wc decide upon the former, it 
becomes essential to change, in all the major states except the 
Soviet Union, the present relations of production since they have 
proved themselves incompatible with this decision. We ought not to 
under-estimate the scale of the choice we have to make. It is as 
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vast in its significance as the change, at the end of the middle ages, 
from a feudal to a capitalist ^onomy. It involves adjustments in 
our values not less momentous in character. It denies, for example, 
the historic validity of the purpose to which, in fact, as distinct 
from idea, the power of the state has been devoted. It rejects the 
classic conception of freedom of contract by assuming that its 
operation is set, not in the context of effective demand, but in the 
context of needs which an organized international society decides to 
recognize and to the satisfaction of which it applies its power. It 
rejects the idea of individual freedom as boin of the citizen’s right 
to achieve wealth in a competitive market which is morally neutral; 
on the contrary, it starts by introducing the idea of moral purpose 
into the market itself, and submits that the individual must i nd his 
freedom in the performance of a function which is bom of that 
moral purpose. 

I do not assume that so vast a change in human relations, above 
all on the economic plane, is one that we arc likely to achieve in 
any rapid way. No one who knows an old society like Britain can 
fail to see that old habit dies hard, that the sociological adjustment 
of national mores to a new culture is a slow and painful process. I 
am concerned only to insist that, unless we create the conviction 
that the adjustment is, in fact, being made, the defeat of the Axis 
powers will leave us with all the old problems and all the old evils, 
perhaps, it may be, even in an accentuate^ form. For, clearly, with 
that defeat, we shall all suffer from the impact of three unmistakable 
consequences of these years of war. There will be the deep fatigue 
which their nervous strain will exact; the temptation of that fatigue 
will be to postpone experiment until our energies have been re¬ 
newed. There will be the liberation of the angry nationalisms which 
the Axis Powers have suppressed and outraged during their period 
of superiority; the temptation will be great to assume that the 
satisfaction of this anger by the punishment of the Axis Powers is 
itself the institution of a new social order. And there will be the 
need, for at any rate some years, for the United Nations to stand 
on guard against the danger of a recrudescence of aggression 
organized by the Axis Powers. Unless we are wiser this time, than 
we were after 1919, this may easily result in an attempt at a new 
post-war stabilization of power which is in contradiction with the 
dynamic of the historical period upon which, with the cessation of 
hostilities, we shall enter. 

Each of these dangers is very real; and each of them is likely to 
be exploited to the full by the vested interests, both among victors 
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and vanquished, whose privileges are menaced by our movement 
towards an economics of expansion. That has been evident in their 
habits since 1939. The history, for example, of the attitude of the 
great aluminium interests in the United States to the expansion of 
independent productive capacity; of British rubber interests to the 
development of synthetic rubber; of British interests to the rapid 
extension of manufacturing possibilities in India; all of these are a 
warning. It was significant that, when Mr. Bevin sought power 
from the House of Commons to introduce a Trade Board into the 
catering industry he was at once challenged by the employers on 
the ground that this was not relevant to the war effort; as though 
it is not elementary that the promise of hope and security to the 
workers is the safeguard of that morale which is the guarantee of 
victory. Nor is it without importance that, in the first months after 
the entry of the United States into the war, the industrial debate 
seemed to concentrate itself, less on the maximization of production, 
than on manoeuvres lor position in the post-war period; an atmo¬ 
sphere rapidly assimilated by a Congress which seemed, from its 
discussions, to think less of the struggle in which America was 
engaged than of the impac t ol their decisions upon their members’ 
fortunes at the November elections. The great purposes announced 
by the leaders of American opinion, Mr. Roosevelt, for instance, 
Mr. Henry Wallace, Mr. Milo Perkins, found little equivalent 
sustaining action to prove their primacy. 


IV 

Nor must we forget the danger implied in the cHort to attribute 
the habits of Nazi Ceitnany at war to the inner constitution of 
human nature in Ceitnany. I .earned men combined with statesmen 
to argue that the Unman mind and character was of a different 
texture than the mind and chaiacter of other peoples, that, when 
victory had been won, it would uquite, a treatment of some special 
kind relevant to the diifcreme of that texture. The fault in the 
German received the most varied explanations. Sometimes his 
inherent badness was taken back to the beginnings of his written 
history; sometimes it began with the Great Elector; sometimes it 
began only with the “blood and iron" of Bismarck. What, in all 
the discussions, was so tragic was the inability of the exponents of 
the thesis of a spcnal dose ol original sin in the German to see that 
they were merely supplying the obverse side of the Nazi claim to a 
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racial superiority which gave the Germans rights to which no other 
people could pretend. 

For it is obvious, on any serious analysis, that we are concerned 
not with the nature of Germans in general but with the behaviour 
of particular Germans. That this behaviour has been savage and 
barbarous on a scale to which modern history, at least, knows no 
parallel is beyond dispute; history will remember the evil deeds of 
these years as it remembers tne massacres of Alva or the sack of 
Magdeburg. But we must be careful, as we analyse their causes, to 
retain a sense of proportion. The men who were responsible for 
Lidice were responsible also for the infamous ill-tieatment of the 
Jews from 1933 to 1939 and for the attack on Guernica; these did 
not lead many of those who are now foremost in their denunciation 
of German savagery to a word of protest. “Peace and justice,” said 
Sir Thomas Moore, the Conservative member for Ayr Burghs, “are 
the keywords of his (Hitler’s) policy.” The late Sir Arnold Wilson, 
the Conservative member for Hitchin, was able to satisfy himself 
not only that there was no “militarism” in Nazi Germany, but, 
also, that there was no great power with which Great Britain was 
less likely to be involved in war. Anyone who studies the list of 
members of the Anglo-German Fellowship—a body created to 
organize good relations between Britain and Nazi Germany—will 
almost be led to believe that he is reading a special edition of 
Debrett’s Peerage and the Directory of Directors. 

The barbarism of Nazi Germany was fully exhibited in its treat¬ 
ment of its German opponents between 1933 and 1939; after the 
declaration of war that barbarism was extended to its external 
opponents. Few leading statesmen—President Roosevelt, Mr. 
Churchill, and Mr. Stalin are honourable exceptions—felt that it 
was barbarism until after the outbreak of war. Not only, indeed, is 
that the case; but many of the patrons of friendship between Britain 
and Nazi Germany were ready to denounce Mr. Churchill as a 
“warmonger” when he drew attention to the plain implications of 
Hitlerite policy. And the same people who were enthusiastic about 
friendship with Nazi Germany—in whose savageries they found no 
obstacle to an alliance—were ruthless in their denunciations of the 
unspeakable atrocities of the Soviet regime which they did not 
hesitate to attribute, until June 22, 1941, to the uncivilized character 
of Russian human nature. 

The only sensible approach to what is without doubt a very grave 
problem is the historical one. German behaviour is conditioned by 
the German situation. Lidice is as ghastly an expression of what it 
p 
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is capable, under Nazi leadership, as Amritsar is an expression of 
what British rule in India was capable under the leadership of 
General Dyer. American lynchings of Negroes in the Southern 
States express an important aspect of American behaviour as con¬ 
ditioned by the situation there. So, also, of the Portuguese in 
Angola, ol the Belgians in the Congo, of the French who, under 
Thiers, massacred so relentlessly the Communards of 1871. Human 
natmo, ialionally speaking, is born of the historic environment in 
wine h it is found; it adapts itself to that environment; and the way 
to < hange its expression in behaviour is to change the environment 
to wine li it is adapted. 

We gam nothing, this is to say, by thinking of the post-war inter¬ 
national pioblem in terms of a fixed German “national character” 
the tiaits in \vhi< h me excessive aggressiveness, excessive arrogance, 
and an excessive obedient r to the orders which are imposed upon 
it I hese aie no more inherent in the German than snobbishness is 
inherent m the Englishman, or pioneering in the American, or 
(lanty m the Frenthnian. Everyone knows that, before the Civil 
Wats ol the seventeenth century, the English were a profoundly 
musical nation, and that the influence of Puritanism on the decline 
ol that c harm teiistu was profound. Everyone knows, too, how 
ihllerent was the French judgment of the English national character 
bcloie and aliri the Rev 01 alion of the Edict of Nantes. No English¬ 
man to-day attiibutcs aggressive ambitions to the French people. 
Vet it is hardly seventy years since the historian Stubbs could ask 
why the English and the Germans have always been the peace- 
loving nations of history, and answer his own question by affirming 
that it was “because Fiance shows herself to-day what she has 
been throughout the course of a thousand years—aggressive, un- 
sc rupulom, false ” Our own generation finds it difficult to recognize 
in the practical, hard-working and scientific-minded Russians of 
to-dav, the mystic, dreamy and lazy Slavs whose stereotype was 
construe ted for us out of the experience of Czarist Russia in decay 
in i()0[ 

l do not, of course, for a moment mean that German behaviour 
under Nazi control has not created problems of urgency and 
seriousness lor the post-war period. Quite obviously it has. Quite 
obviously the imposition of punishment on Hitler and his accom¬ 
plices is .is nec essary in the interest of the world as the punishment 
of All' Capone and his Icllow-gangsters; nor can the defects in inter- 
n mortal law be permitted to enable them to escape the just penalty 
lor their crimes The scale of this aggression has made it necessary 
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to demonstrate in a decisive way that men cannot be pci mitted to 
organize and order the infamies that they have organized and 
ordered without a penalty that will deter otheis, in Germany or 
elsewhere, from following their example 

But the punishment of ihc Nazi leaders, and their accomplices, 
does not mean that we are entitled to avenge out selves on the 
Gertnan people, still less that we shall do ourselves any good by 
such vengeance. Clearly, we are entitled to * feguaids against a 
third attempt by the rulers of Germany to att< mpt world-domination. 
That means the disarmament of Germany. and the organization of 
such controls over its political and economic life a.-, will make that 
disarmament effective. But we shall have learned nothing from the 
grim lessons of the inter-war years unless we realize two things. 
First, no prolonged control of a major power like Germany is 
possible without transforming nationalism into chauvinism, and 
thus preparing the ground in which portents like Hitler grow. 
Except, this is to say, by methods which are fatal to those who 
employ them the relations between a victorious and .1 defeated 
power must rapidly become those of genuine friendship if the 
psychological condition of the defeated power is not to become 
diseased. And, second, unless, with a defeated major power, there 
is a rapid recovery of self-respect, the danger is ieal that the internal 
relations will lack the stability necessary to give it an ordered place 
in die life of the international community. This again, will operate 
to prepare the ground for the advent of men like Hitler. 

It is not, I think, a valid answer to this argument to say that it 
proves that the Treaty of Versailles, so far from being too severe, 
was not severe enough. There are those who urge that the real 
safety of the world from German aggression lies in the break-up of 
Germany into a number of small stat<s; it is, they say, the strength 
of it^ concentrated unity that makes it a source of danger. Others, 
again, visualize a Germany of w'hich Austria may well be a part, 
but from which Prussia is separated. Others, once more, while 
prepared to maintain the territorial unity of Germany, visualize 
some system of international ownership and control for the heavy 
industries of the Ruhr. It is in their relevance to militarism that the 
real danger lies; and such international ownership and control 
would enable us to by-pass that danger. 

I do not believe that there is a remedy in any of tho>e views. To 
break up Germany into a number of small states is to denature the 
form that history has given, piece by piece, to the German nation; 
and the only result, I think, of any auch effort world be to create 
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an overwhelming determination fn Germans to build together what 
the compulsion of foreign defeat had tom asunder; and only 
potential or actual war could prevent the fulfilment of that deter¬ 
mination. Nor do I think there is any virtue in the separation of 
Prussia from the rest of Germany; that is only to create the same 
problem in a different form. The problem of Prussia, historically, is 
set less by any innate habits in its people than by the social relation¬ 
ships built by its junkers which, both internally and externally, 
have required a policy of “blood and iron” that they might be 
maintained. 

It must be remembered that any great power is a menace to the 
peace of the world if it has ambitions it cannot fulfil except by the 
making of war. That was once true of Spain; it was once true of 
France; it is true in our own day of Germany and Japan. But we 
have to remember that, in the next age, it may be true of the 
United States if the character of its economic system pushes it, as 
may well be the case, to imperialism. But no one would seriously 
argue that the possibility of this danger makes it desirable to break¬ 
up the unity of the United States. The problem we confront will 
not, on the historic experience we have, be met in any serious 
degree merely by multiplying the number of small states. Balkani- 
zing the world will not secure the peace of the world. 

Superficially, at least, there is more attractiveness in the idea of 
the international ownership and control of the heavy industries of 
the Ruhr. No one can seriously deny that a gigantic firm like 
Krupps’ has been a “sinister interest,” in Bentham’s sense, in the 
life of the modem world. But what is true of Krupps’ is not less 
true of their opposite numbers in other countries; the private manu¬ 
facture of armaments is, on massively documented evidence, a 
contributory factor of importance to war. It is, therefore, difficult 
to see how the proposal of the international ownership and control 
of the Ruhr industries is a real solution of the problem unless, at 
the same time, their potential productivity can be turned to objec¬ 
tives not connected with war. That will, given the present economic 
system, only be the case if post-war Germany does not need to 
think in terms of war as the means of fulfilling its wants; for, given 
the need of war, the fact of international ownership and control 
only means a delay, after its outbreak, in the devotion of the 
machinery and manpower of the Ruhr to munitions. The state- 
power transcends the character of ownership whenever, in its view, 
its existence depends upon that transcendence. If the majority of 
shares in a Birmingham engineering firm were held abroad by 
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enemy aliens, that would not prevent its machines being used, after 
appropriate adaptation for the war effort to-day; and a failure on 
the part of the executive personnel to comply with the orders of 
the government would merely mean that its members were replaced. 
This remedy, therefore, seems to me merely to deal with a symptom 
in the deeper malaise of which this war is the outcome. It does not 
reach down to its causes. 

Nor do I think there is substance in the vif v which affirms that 
German militarism is the result of the over-industrialization of 
Germany, especially in the heavy industries; and that what we 
require is to organize a better propoition between the resources by 
which post-war Germany is to live. So long, it is said, as this over¬ 
industrialization obtains, so long Germany is bound to prevent the 
adequate economic progress of South-Eastern Europe and even 
parts of South America; for, partly, they cannot compete with its 
industries on technical grounds, and they are driven to remain 
countries of primary products, with a low standard of life, by 
reason of that incapacity. 

Over-industrialization is as vague a concept as “optimum” popu¬ 
lation. It is clearly referable to a whole host of variables none of 
which has been carefully defined by those who seek to lessen the 
industrial potential of Germany. None of us is really able to answer 
the question of the unit in relation to which Germany is over¬ 
industrialized. Are we referring to the internal structure of her 
economy? If so, by what test do we decide when optimum indus¬ 
trialization has been achieved? Is it the ability of Germany to feed 
itself? Is it the resultant average standard of life for each German 
family? Is it the volume of the reserve army of unemployed that 
the level of industrialization entails? Is it continuing capacity to 
attract capital for investment? Or is the test, in fact, not economic 
at all, but social in character? Is it the militarist implications of the 
industrial potential to which we refer? Or is the unit of reference 
not Germany alone, but Germany and her neighbours? Or must 
we extend the unit, granted the conditions of the modern market 
and make the whole world the unit to which we refer? 

Quite obviously, an answer to any of these questions which seeks 
to give a fixed character to the elements in German economy is 
already assuming some kind of planned world. And, once this is 
the case, the criterion by which the plan is judged becomes of 
decisive importance. If the purpose of plan is simply to deprive 
Germany of the power of potential aggressiveness in the future, the 
obvious way to that purpose is to dismantle all German factories 
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which may be used for armament purposes, actually or potentially, 
and to transfer the machinery to other countries. The result would 
be a catastrophic fall in the German standard of living without any 
equivalent gain in well-being unless the new labour-force operating 
the transferred plant had at least a skill in its operation and develop¬ 
ment equal to what Germans have brought to these. It would be, 
in fact, a fantastic operation which would seek to impose a kind of 
permanent peonage on Germans. It w'ould be very unlikely, in any 
case, to succeed; and it would repeat, if in a different way, the worst 
follies of the Treaty of Versailles. We must not forget the degree in 
which Hitlerite Germany is, even if unconsciously, the product of 
those follies. We must not, cither, forget that not only docs this 
impose on Hilleiite Germany the economy which, to our horror, 
the Na/.is are seeking to impose on occupied Europe, but also that 
its underlying assumption is the theory of a double dose of original 
sin in German nature against which there must be permanent safe¬ 
guards. I have all early argued that the evidence for this view is, in 
fact, quite without foundation. 

The alternative is to think of a planned economy in which the 
full use of Germany’s industrial potential is part of an effort to 
raise the general woi Id-standard of life, including that of Germany 
itself, and so to use it that the heavy industries of Germany are 
deliberately geared to pacific purposes. When we begin to approach 
the problem in this way, it seems to me clear that, in the German 
context, there are two stages, each different fiom the other though 
in point of time they may well overlap. The first stage is one of 
Fanopeati relief. Gi anted the destruction wrought by German 
aggression to the industrial structure of Russia and Poland, Holland, 
and Norway, Greece and Jugoslavia, I sec no reason why, for a 
period, the resources of Gciman manpower and machines should 
not be employed in helping to repair the damage. I sec no reason 
for example, why the great Dnieper dam should not be rebuilt by 
German labour, with German materials, under Russian control. I 
see no reason why, again for a period, German labour, with German 
materials, under Dutch control should not be devoted to the re¬ 
building of Rotterdam. There is an important psychological lesson 
for this generation of Germans in learning that the compulsory 
labour they imposed upon their victims can be imposed, also, upon 
themselves. That would set free Russian and Dutch energy for 
other tasks of reconstruction during the first period of recovery; 
and it would diive home to the German mind the important fact 
that the world does not propose to permit aggression to pay. 
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Assuming that a defeated Germany is prohibited from building up 
a conscript army, it seems to me reasonable to organize from among 
its people a civilian reconstruction corps for purposes of this kind. 

But it is, of course, important that such a corps should not be so 
operated as to frustrate once more the recovery by Germans of 
their self-respect. Any such effort would not only need to be seriously 
limited in time; the members of the reconstruction corps, also, 
would have to be away from Germany only hr a pcnod compaiable 
with their normal term of military service. They would then return 
to Germany and take up again the normal life of a German civilian. 
This apart, it seems to me that the main need we have in thinking 
of the German problem is that of fitting German economic capacity 
into schemes for the raising of effective demand throughout the 
world. No sane person can deliberately condemn so highly developed 
a nation as Germany to a permanently inferior place in the inter¬ 
national economy. Our need is to occupy her industrial capacity 
with tasks directly relevant to the needs of peace instead of to the 
needs of war. German factories must have their share in the rapid 
mechanization of world agriculture. They must aid in the universal 
development of electric power. German engineers and German 
geologists must play their part in the development of the unexploited 
industrial resources, for example, of China. Given the power on our 
part as victors to organize an economics of expansion, and the 
chances are not only that we can use the full possibilities of German 
machinery, but that we qm subdue the German habit, so active 
since the time of Bismarck, of fighting to win its place in the sun 
by conquest, to that temper of peaceful co-operation which has 
distinguished so much of Anglo-American economic relations. 

Given, I say, the organization of an economics of expansion. It 
is worth noting that where the German settles down into an environ¬ 
ment of this character, his civic virtues arc very great. German 
settlers in the United States, especially after 1848, brought qualities 
of high value to American civilization; America has been enriched 
by men like Carl Schurz and Louis Brandeis, by settlements like 
those made by the German emigrants to Pennsylvania and Wis¬ 
consin. The same is true of those Germans who, in the second third 
of the nineteenth century, settled in Lancashire, and especially in 
Manchester. They became by their skill and energy not only a very 
valuable element in the economic life of Britain, in the development, 
for instance, of its cotton trade for export. They brought with them, 
also, intellectual habits which did much, in music, for example, to 
raise the level of the culture in which they found themselves. There 
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was nothing in them of that parvenu quality the arrogant aggres¬ 
siveness of which was so much the keynote of German habits in 
Germany after the arrival of B smarck at power. They were sober, 
industrious, and, as names like Bessemer and Schuster, like Sir John 
Simon in sanitary science, and like G. J. Goschen in industry and 
politics, make evident, able to adapt themselves to the nature of 
their environment. An expanding Britain whose main object was 
peace used their qualities as easily and as valuably as it used the 
Fleming in the fourteenth century, the Huguenot in the eighteenth, 
and the Jew in the nineteenth, centuries. 

This, surely, suggests that the problem of Germany is a problem 
of Germans whose behaviour was conditioned by the peculiar 
characteristics of German historical-economic conditions in the latter 
hall of the nineteenth century. The slow recovery from the Thirty 
Years’ War is the first great clue. It resulted in the retardation of 
German economic development for nearly a century. When the 
Enlightenment began to prepare the way for the rise of a German 
middle class, the impact of the French Revolution made the growth 
of that class to power the victim of Napoleonic adventurism. 
German nationalism was associated with changes promoted by the 
soldier and the administrator from above; the cameralism of the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was prolonged, if in a different 
guise, well into the nineteenth century. The defeats of Germany in 
the Thirty Years’ War, on the one hand, and the Napoleonic wars, 
on the other, made the industrial evolution of Germany a growth 
late in time, without the constitutional changes which accompanied 
it in France and Britain and the United States, and promoted by 
an alliance between a state-power essentially conceived in military 
terms and a bourgeoisie which, though it made an effort in 1848, 
had no serious working-class support and no independent experience 
of exercising political power. Bismarckian Germany became a great 
power because its great leader used numbers to support the policy 
of “blood and iron”; when, in 1918, the hollowness of that policy 
was exposed, the German bourgeoisie was already, as a governing 
class, seeking to build its authority in peaceful foundations, an 
economic anachronism, and the German proletariat was not yet 
ready to take its place. It could threaten its masters, but it could 
not displace them. The result was that German industry, unable to 
stand alone, accepted the alliance of German militarism as the only 
way to maintain its claims; and both, in the fear of Bolshevism, 
which united them as Napoleon had previously done, accepted the 
partnership with Hitler that they might defeat and destroy the 
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rising claims of their own working-class. But to do so, at the historical 
stage in which they were involved, they had to destroy the institu¬ 
tions which the working-class of Germany had developed for their 
protection. They could not destroy them without the provision of 
some means of satisfying working-class aspirations. They had no 
means of doing this, granted the disproportion between the relations 
of production and the forces of production in Germany, save by 
the attainment of an economic predominance whicli they could 
only win by war. Hitlerism, in all its aspects, was the great gamble 
of that alliance between militarism and large-scale economic organi¬ 
zation which the late development of German economic power 
rendered necessary. And it became possible, as a gamble, because, 
when the previous defeat was inflicted on the alliance in 1918, the 
peace which followed it dealt with the problems the world in 
general, and Germany in particular, had confronted in the nine¬ 
teenth century. It did not deal with the problems by which they 
were confronted, had the victorious statesmen been aware of it, in 
the twentieth. It was, in essence, that failure which led directly to 
the second world war. 

I note this, not to excuse the aggressiveness of Hitlerite Germany, 
but to explain it. And I infer from the explanation that the basis 
of the settlement, this time, must be related to the major issues we 
confront and not with the minor issues. For compared with coal 
and oil, iron and steel, food products and their transport, the 
problems with which the statesmen dealt at Versailles, frontiers, 
minorities, and the rest, were minor issues because their future 
status depended upon what was done with the ownership and 
control of productive power. “To what a different future Europe 
might have looked forward,” wrote Lord Keynes, 1 with prophetic 
insight, in 1919, “if either Mr. Lloyd George or Mr. Wilson had 
apprehended that the most serious of the problems which claimed 
their attention were not political or territorial, but financial and 
economic, and that the perils of the future lay not in frontiers and 
in sovereignties, but in food, coal and transport.” It may be true 
that the boundaries of states were made more coincident with the 
boundaries of nationality than at any previous period; Mr. Herbert 
Fisher has told us that only three per cent of the citizens of Europe 
were left under alien rule. But the makers of Versailles were legis¬ 
lating for an age that was already gone. 


1 The Economic Consequences of the Peace. 
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“You cannot create a large number of new states,” said Strese- 
mann, 1 “and wholly neglect to adapt them to the European system.” 
But to-day, when New York is within ten hours’ flying time of 
London, the rights of the modern state must be adapted to the 
technological conditions of an economic system as wide as the whole 
world. In these circumstances two things are surely clear. First, it 
is obvious that, in a military sense, the independence and neutrality 
of the small state is quite devoid of meaning; the code of rules by 
which they are protected in international law will be observed just 
so long as the great state decides, in a period of conflict, that it is 
to its interest to observe the code. And, secondly, it is obvious that 
the exercise of sovereign rights in the economic sphere by a mass 
of petty states is as harmlul to the best working of the productive 
forces as was the system of internal customs duties in France under 
the ancien regime. Flic unified control of those things the material 
nature of which seems to call for unified control has claims before 
which no concept of sovereignty is likely for long to remain real. 

The step from this corn lusion which a number of thinkers have 
judged it wise to take is the building of a European federation, or, 
more often, of a number of federations. I do not share this view. 
The problems that we confront seem to me to call not for the total 
correlation of areas, but for the partial correlation of functions. I 
take that view on a number of grounds. First, on all experience, the 
rigidity of a federal structure does not easily lend itself, without the 
support of a strong histoiical tradition, to the management of a 
multinational state; at this stage, as Dr. Bene§ and General Sikorski 
have wisely seen in the C/.ech-Polish Agreement, the confederative 
princ iple is probably, foi a long time to come, the margin of safe 
adventure. Secondly, 1 think there is much to be said for the preser¬ 
vation of cultural nationalisms within the larger framework of what 
economic unity we can safely build. Thirdly, there is the danger 
that the division of the world into a system of separate federations 
may, unless their cieation is coincident with a great increase of 
economic welfare, sharpen the thrust to autarchy which has been 
characteristic of our time, and, thereby, increase rather than 
diminish, the dangers of militaiism. A world divided into some ten 
or twelve great federal systems, each concerned, for example, to 
keep its prosperity for its own citizens by methods like the Hawley- 
1 Dianes (edited by E. Sutton), III, 619. 
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Smoot Tariff, or limitations upon freedom of migration, would not 
inherently be a better world than the one in which Hitler grew to 
power. 

It seems to me, therefore, that the material nature of each given 
factor ought to be the decisive element in settling the unit of 
governance. It will, if we are wise, be one area for one function, 
and*one area for another. Aviation, for example, hardly permits of 
effective organization except in world terms; bar-fly less- is it obvious 
that the railways of Europe require a singh planned control; and 
the development of road transport seems to c all for a single European 
commission concerned to plan, to build, and to maintain, a great 
network of mainroads linking the great cities together. I think it 
probable, moreover, that the unification of high tension electricity 
supply in Europe, for public and industrial use, is both feasible and 
desirable. On a smaller scale, the Tennessee Valley Authority offers 
us an important model of governance for adaptation. And it is 
grimly clear that the inherent nature of the problems involved in 
stabilizing the post-war currencies will require a world federal 
reserve system. Nothing would be more disastrous to post-war inter¬ 
national relations than the attempt on the part of states to enable 
producers to capture markets by the competitive debasement of 
their currencies. Unified regulation of the amount of currency each 
state may issue, of re-discount rates, and of the volume of bank 
credits arc matters too impoitant, now that the epoch of the gold 
standard is over, to be left to the sovereign discretion of a particular 
government. 

I have chosen examples in which the nature of the function 
involved seems to make the appropriate unit of governance cither 
as large as all Europe, or, as with aviation and currency, the whole 
world. It is not less clear that there are other functions, education, 
medical service in the advanced communities, wireless, in which it 
is neither desirable nor probable that the unit of governance would 
transcend the boundaries of the national state. In neither case, of 
course, does unified governance prevent the largest possible measure 
of decentralized administration; it is highly likely, for instance, that 
a European high-tension electricity supply commission would devolve 
the task of distribution upon a great mass of lesser bodies; just as 
a world reserve bank wmild have the relation to national banking 
systems of the type that the American Federal Reserve Board at 
Washington has come to have to its regional boards. Decentraliza¬ 
tion is of the essence of successful administration; for in no other 
fashion can the necessary flexibility be attained. 
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In my own judgment, this is to say, the problems of international 
government exist on two levels—that of decisions the application of 
which will be made by states direcdy, and those which will involve 
direct government either by the society of states or by some group 
within the society. I envisage, therefore, the creation, with the 
achievement of some real stability after victory, the recognition of 
the need for four general organs of international government. There 
will be an international court, and no small measure of its effective¬ 
ness will depend on our agreement that there are in truth no non- 
justiciable disputes between states. There will be an international 
legislature in which all states will be entitled to representation on 
equal terms. No one can, I think, prophesy with any assurance the 
range of its powers. But it will have, on past experience, to avoid 
the Scylla of unanimous consent, on the one hand, without rushing 
into the Charybdis of legislation by simple majority-rule on the 
other. For these are matters upon which the coercion of a state 
against its will, of the Soviet Union, for example, by the votes of 
Finland, say, and Ecuador, and Denmark, is a less helpful procedure 
than its persuasion. I do not think, for instance, that the principle 
of separation between the state and church in a particular national 
society ought to be made a general rule to which England, for 
example, is ordered to conform; it is better for the achievement of 
the very purposes which those who hold this separation to be 
desirable that English opinion should come of itself to this principle. 

I do not think, cither, that a given national society should be 
ordered to accept unlimited migration, especially where the racial 
question is likely to cause special tension, save where the majority 
for making the rules regulating movement is an emphatic one both 
in its quality and quantity. 

The society of nations, moreover, will require an executive body. 
It is inevitable that its members should be representatives of the 
governments of the great states as a permanent category, together 
with representatives of the lesser states chosen by election; and I 
think it probable that it will be wise to insist that the elected repre¬ 
sentatives are not immediately re-eligible in order that a process of 
rotation may increase responsibility and interest. The executive 
body will probably require a considerable ordinance-making power 
within the framework of the general principles upon which the 
society of nations is based. 

Obviously, also, it will require a permanent civil service of its 
own. And it is important to emphasize at once that, whatever the 
failures of the Geneva experiment, in no field was it more out- 
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standingly successful than in that of administration. Until some such 
period as the general deterioration which set in with the great 
depression of 1929, it established a remarkable tradition among its 
officials of an international loyalty which transcended the limitations 
of national origin and training. Men and women of diverse cultures 
found that they could build high common standards of co-operation 
and performance. The work of the Health and Economic Sections 
of the League, the aid given, for instance, to C ina in the one field 
and to Austria in the other, was an achievement of great importance. 
So, too, was the work of the International Labour Office; and it is 
safe prophecy to insist that the success of a new experiment in 
international government will, in considerable measure depend upon 
the extension of the scope of the Labour Office’s powers and the 
drive put behind the effort it can make to diminish the distance 
between the standards of mass welfare in the advanced and back¬ 
ward nations. 

I assume that a new society of nations will, within the framework 
of its general principles, encourage the formation of special organi¬ 
zations to deal regionally with the local problems of regions. The 
adaptation to its needs of the idea which underlies the Pan-Amcrican 
Union can add enormously to its effectiveness; and it is through 
organs of this character that it can best direct developments like 
the European Railway Union and the European Electricity Union 
which, as I have suggested, are experiments implied in the techno¬ 
logical character of the next age. And there are, I think, three areas 
of authority in which the larger the competence of the new society, 
the deeper and more unbreakable will be the faith and loyalty it 
can evoke. Its permission should be necessary for all loans made to 
the governments of particular states, and where wholesale barter- 
transactions are proposed between states, no effect should be given 
to them until, upon the expert examination of its officials, the 
Executive body has approved them in the light of their bearing 
upon the general raw materials position. It is, moreover, of the first 
importance that the new Society shall be able, not merely at periods 
of crisis, to operate, by supervision, a continuous programme of 
international public works. Nothing is more likely than the opera¬ 
tion of such a programme to make international government a 
living reality to o r dinary men and women. 

Two other functions require some special emphasis. A new 
Society of Nations must devote a large-scale effort to the moderniza¬ 
tion of the backward areas of the world. It must be in a position to 
supply technical assistance in economic surveys, in medical and 
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educational development, in industrial and administrative training. 
What, for example, on a small scale, Yale-in-China has accomplished 
for medical science there, the Society of Nations must strive to 
perform everywhere that its services are required and in all fields 
of effort. It must become as natural for the geologist to search for 
oil in China, as an international official, as it has been for him in 
the past to search for it on behalf of the great oil companies. It 
must become as much a matter of course for a free India to seek 
the services of the new Society of Nations in planning, for example, 
its hydroelectric development, or the remaking of its fantastically 
antiquated system of land tenure. For it is urgent to remember that 
only as this development proceeds does the capacity of the market 
begin to bear its due proportion to productive power. The pace at 
which this backwardness is transcended will measure the rate at 
which we can overcome the vicious circle of depression that has 
brought this system to catastrophe. 

The second function is the liquidation of imperialism, alike in its 
political and economic aspects. Here, if we have the will, we start 
with knowledge that gives us two immense advantages over our 
position in 1919. We know, at least, from the swiftness with which 
the European empties in the East collapsed, and the inert acceptance 
of their new masters by the native populations, how fragile was 
their real hold there, how morally rotten the foundations upon 
which they had been built. We know, further, from American 
abandonment of political imperialism in the Philippines, and from 
the immense Russian experiments with its backward peoples, that 
self-government and the serious search for economic and educational 
oppottunity offer prospects of rapid advance far beyond anything 
previously conceived; the Russians, for example, ha\c done more 
for the education of peoples in the Arctic Circle and the Caucasus 
who, in 1917, had not even a written language, in a quarter of a 
century than we have done for India in an occupation of nearly 
two hundred years. The colonies of Africa and the West Indies 
remain as a challenge to us, the former set in the perspective of a 
South Aftican doctrine of white domination which spreads grimly 
northwards, and is not easy to distinguish from that Nazi racialism 
we have denounced with such indignation. Nor must we forget that 
as Americans have occupied their leased bases in the Caribbean 
there have been ominous signs that they have brought with them 
an exacerbation of the evil implications of the colour-bar as well as 
a safeguard against external aggression. 

I do not myself believe that imperialist exploitation, political or 
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economic, will easily end, so long as the exploitation pays, and 
there is behind it the backing of a major power. But I do think 
that we can greatly accelerate the ending of its ugliness if, first, we 
not only formally announce that “the interests of the native are 
paramount,” but make the organization of the results of that para- 
mountcy a matter upon which the final judgment is in the hands 
of the new Society of Nations. No state which dominates the life 
of an alien people is fit to be the judge in its own cause. It may 
have moments of passionate moralism about its obligations. Britain 
had one of those moments in the movement which led to the aboli¬ 
tion of slavery and the suppression ol the traihe in slaves. There are 
wholesome signs that the grim reports of enquiries, usually, it 
worth remarking, themselves made as the result of labour riots, are 
evoking a serious attempt to clean up some of the worst features in 
the slums of empire. But I do not think it can be honestly said that 
to take two examples, there was any serious public opinion in 
France concerned about the standards of native welfare in French 
Indo-China, or that there is to-day in Britain the sense of responsi¬ 
bility there ought to be for our standards of colonial administration 
beyond a fairly narrow professional circle. It was, at any rate, not 
without significance that when, in the summer of 1942, the under¬ 
secretary for the Colonies reported on his department’s estimates for 
the year, the press frankly admitted that he spoke to an almost 
empty House of Commons. Nor is it, I think, irresponsible to suggest 
that the Parliamentary obligation to the native peoples in the 
Colonics and Protectorates is unlikely to be adequately fulfilled, if 
the examination of its results is normally confined to one day’s 
debate in the year. Here, indeed, it is legitimate to adapt the 
famous maxim and insist, first, that the colony is neglected which 
has no Parliamentary history, and, second, that it only attains a 
Parliamentary history if it attempts a violent protest against that 
negligence. 

I think it probable that to confer upon the new Society of Nations 
the obligation to be responsible for the standards of native welfare 
in all colonial territories, and to start by fixing minimum standards 
of achievement in labour conditions, public health, housing, and 
education, with a technique of public examination of the results 
obtained by the administering power, cannot fail to do real good; 
even the Belgium of King Leopold II disliked a public humiliation. 
But I do not think an annual report to a Colonial Commission, 
modelled on the old Mandates Commission, even accompanied by 
a day in court for the colony, is enough, I think it is important that 
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the Colonial Commission should possess its own independent staff 
of resident officials and travelling inspectors, who own no national 
allegiance to the administering power, and are not concerned in 
their reports to put the best face on its achievements. I suggest that 
such a Colonial Commission should, in an occurrence like the riots 
in Trinidad, or the violence which accompanied the strike in the 
Northern Rhodesian copper belt, prosecute its own enquiries on the 
spot; to an administering power an educated native, still more an 
uneducated native, with a keen sense of the elements of social 
justice, seems only too often to appear to his white employer in the 
guise of a riotous agitator, not seldom infected from Moscow. The 
power to make public enquiries would itself be a healthy beginning, 
if only because it would go far towards preventing the sacrifice of 
officials who arc keen on their job to pressure from powerful 
economic interests at the Colonial Office. I do not suggest that it 
would end imperial exploitation; but it would do a great deal to 
temper the wind to the shorn lamb. 

Wc cannot, indeed, end imperial exploitation under any system 
where the main economic power belongs to white interests, often 
absentee interests, and where the colour-bar operates to impose a 
permanent subordination, economic, educational, social, upon the 
coloured peoples. The evidence is clear that, in these circumstances, 
the administering power, be it British or French, Dutch or Belgian, 
will think first of the public constituency it must satisfy at home 
and of the interests of the coloured peoples a long way afterwards. 
That was convincingly demonstrated when, on top of Lord Pass- 
field’s decision to maintain native paramountcy in Kenya, gold was 
discovered there; the relevant land was at once sold for exploitation 
to the white interests. 1 It was, indeed, already sufficiently evident 
in investigations like those of Morel in the Congo, 2 * of Nevinson in 
Portuguese Angola, 8 of Casement in Putumayo 4 * ; and the accounts 
of colonial evolution by investigators like Woolf and Macmillan tell 
their own irrefutable tale, largely from official documents. 6 A bad 
riot cleans the Augean stables, at any rate for a time; and the 
creation of a check upon the exercise of power in the manner I 
have suggested will, on experience, domesticate in the administering 

1 Not, however, I am glad to note, without an impressive protest in Parliament. 

* Red Rubber (1901); and cf. Casement’s report, Parliamentary Papers (1904), 

vol. 62, p. 357. 3 ^ Modern Slavery (1904). 

4 Parliamentary Papers (1912-13), vol. 68, p. 819. 

1 L. S. Woolf, Empire and Commerce in Africa (1929); W. M. Macmillan, Warning 

from the West Indies (1936). 
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power a far keener sense of responsibility above all because it will 
give the fair-minded official independent support against the threat 
of vested interest to his career; that has induced many otherwise 
honourable men to keep silent until they had reached retirement. 
But I do not pretend that it will do more than mitigate the worst 
excesses of the system. Only reforms as drastic as the Russians have 
had.the courage to attempt will really strike at the root of a system 
in which exploitation is, by it;, very nature, endemic. 


VI 

The main preoccupation of the peoples all over I he world during 
the inter-war years was the achievement of an enduring peace; yet 
no record is more dismal than the failure of their leaders to accom¬ 
plish it. Disarmament conferences were held in 1921, 1927, 1930, 
and 1932; but they revealed rather the degree to which the contra¬ 
dictions of capitalism in its imperialist phase required war as an 
expression of their implications than any possibility of serious agree¬ 
ment. After Hitler’s accession to power, and, especially after his 
remilitarization of the Rhineland in 1936, there could be no question 
of disarmament in Europe, while the Japanese seizure of Manchuria 
in 1932 was obviously the beginning of conflict in the Pacific. For 
nearly ten years, in short, before the outbreak of the Second World 
War in 1939, the only question was the shape that it would take 
and the forces that would stand togethei, in the East and in the 
West, against the states that were preparing for aggression. 

In the event, it became clear that no common insurance against 
aggression—the so-called policy of collective security—was possible. 
No state, except the Soviet Union, was ready to take the risks 
involved in agreeing, before the aggressors struck, to meet force 
with force; each vaguely hoped that, by some stroke ol fortune, it 
would manage to escape its impact. The result was twofold. First, 
the aggressors had several years’ start in armaments upon the states 
which were anxious to keep the peace, and, second, there was no 
common plan of action against aggression. Indeed it is true to say 
that even as late as the autumn of 1942 there was no common plan, 
in the strict sense of the term, between the major partners of the 
United Nations. Priorities, both in strategy and in materials, had 
to be worked out as each phase of the conflict proceeded. There 
was no common high command in any of the three services; there 
was no common general staff; there was no common intelligence 
Q. 
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service; each of the partners had even its own principles of publicity 
and propaganda. Airmen, sailors, soldiers, the organizers of war 
production, all co-operated with one another; all the governments 
were committed to a refusal of a separate peace; all ol them, in the 
Declaration of Saint James’s Palace, in the spring of 1942, accepted 
a body of large, and rather vague, general principles as the aims to 
be achieved with victory. But none of this was built upon an agreed 
strategy made in common. There was continuous consultation; 
there was not co-ordination for unified action. 

The problem will arise at the end of this war, as it arose at the 
end of the last, of the methods by which collective action can be 
taken against a state which seeks some given end by methods which 
endanger peace. We are offered a number of specifics. There must 
be an international force; there must be an international air force 
exclusively at the disposal of an international organization, it being 
assumed that national air forces are abolished; or it is argued that, 
with the disarmament of the Axis powers after defeat, a strong 
Anglo-American alliance will be able to police the world, much as 
the British navy successfully policed the seas until the rise of German 
naval power. Or we are to hope, after a suitable interval in which 
there grow up in the Axis countries governments upon whose 
pacifism we may generally rely, for all-round disarmament in which, 
the international force perhaps apart, the defence establishments of 
states, will be lather local militia for internal police purposes than 
the immense and costly structures we have knowrn. Perhaps, also, 
the abolition of the private manufacture of armaments, and a 
stringent system of international inspection, will combine, it is 
suggested, to make the blitzkrieg and a treachery like Pearl Harbour, 
with the immense initial advantage they give to the aggressor, 
impossible in the future. 

One other thing in preamble must be said. It is clear that air- 
power, cspec ially as based upon the aircraft carrier, has transformed 
entirely the whole character of war. Technologically, it has made 
the small state which is geographically useful to the aggressor, a 
base and not an obstacle; and it has meant transcontinental inter¬ 
dependence, as between the United States and Australia, for 
example, upon a scale previously undreamed of; while it has made 
every island with a landing-ground capable of effective development 
of strategic significance once it is near either to useful territory or 
the possible sea routes along which supplies may pass. Nor must 
we forget that, as the development of air-transport develops, it is 
already obvious that it will play an increasing part not only in the 
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movement of men and materials, but, also, in giving the element 
of surprise a vital part in strategy. 

The inference from all this is, I think, the necessary and growing 
dependence of the small state upon the large state if it is to be 
defended against the kind of attack made by Germany in 1940 
against Norway, Denmark, and the Low Countries. Just as Britain 
occupied Iceland, Madagascar, and after a struggle, Iraq and Syria 
as insurance, and as Britain and Russia established a military con¬ 
dominium over Persia for the war period’ just as, also, Britain has 
leased bases in the West Indies to the United States, as an element 
in a policy of mutual insurance; so it seems to me inevitable, in the 
future, that vital strategic points in the smaller states will need, no 
doubt by international agreement, to be used and developed by the 
great states, if the former arc not to be the foundation upon which 
attack by an aggressor is attempted. If France, for example, were 
permanently to disappear from the ranks of the major powers after 
the war, the United States is bound, in the light of possible develop¬ 
ments of air-power, to seek assurances that Dakar cannot be used 
as a base from which to attack its Atlantic seaboard; and the 
obvious way to safeguard itself against that danger is provided by 
the model of the leases granted by Great Britain in the Caribbean. 
It is difficult to see how Russia can leave Finland open to possible 
use by Germany again; and the need for full assurances against 
Japanese aggression a second time in Malaya, the Dutch East 
Indies, and the islands of the Pacific, including Australia, now 
needs no emphasis. Pretty obviously, the organization, after his 
war, of collective security against aggression will not, on any 
showing, be a simple matter. 

Its principle is a choice between two immense alternatives; and 
I do not think we gain anything by concealing from ourselves that 
this is in fact the only choice. Collective security may come because 
some state, or enduring alliance of states, is so powerful for so long 
a period, that it can deny effectively the necessary instruments of 
war, if necessary by making war, to any rival or potential alliance 
of rivals. Or the new international organization may itself, on 
behalf of its members, be able to maintain and operate so massive 
a power that no contingent aggressor will dare to gamble on defiance 
of its authority. 

That the second of these choices is the only rational safeguard 
against the use of war as an instrument of national policy does not 
seem to me to admit of dispute. Granted a victory of the united 
nations, the first choice means either an immediate American, or 
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Anglo-American, domination of the world which other powers will 
only accept as long as they are compelled to accept it. It seems to 
me, also a domination which, in the very nature of things, is bound 
to be abused. For in order to make it an authority beyond challenge, 
the United States, or the Anglo-American alliance, whichever it 
be, is bound to shape the economic life of any other community, or 
group of communities, from which that challenge might come. This 
is, in fact, the making of a new Roman imperium in which the 
growth of all states is subordinated to the primary demands of a 
peace the conditions for which they will not themselves be able to 
determine. It is quite unlikely that such a position would long 
remain stable: Russia, for example, would, pretty certainly, view it 
with suspicion from the outset, unless there was a far greater approxi¬ 
mation than now exists to an identity of social purpose. The very 
attempt, indeed, at the imposition of this imperium would lead to 
organized, if secret, efforts to subvert it. To maintain itself against 
the prospect of effective challenge it would be driven to much the 
same type of exploitation as has marked the history of the Axis 
Powers in recent years. 

It seems to me inevitable, therefore, that we should look for the 
maintenam e of peace to an organization like the new Society of 
Nations of which I have spoken. From this, it follows that, in the 
first stages, its character will be primarily set by the wills of the 
Great Powers among the United Nations; for a period of some 
years, .it least, is likely to pass before Germany and Japan are 
admitted to a full share in the duties of keeping the peace. The 
leasonable w ay of evolution is to remember that the circumstances 
of this war have brought into being at least the basis upon which 
permanent co-operation for defence can be built. The Royal Air 
Force is an international air force in composition; so, if in less 
degree, are the Royal Navy and the British Army, each of which 
enjoys the assistance of important foreign contingents. If we could 
maintain this basis after the cessation of hostilities, it is at least 
conceivable that it might grow into that international defence force 
which could act as the swoid of a new Covenant. 

But there are two indispensable conditions to that growth, neither 
of which, perhaps, is properly separable from the other. The main¬ 
tenance of this foim of collective security will depend, as, indeed, 
e\entiling progressive depends, upon our ability to resume a world 
in w lmh there is economic expansion after the war. A con mon 
prosperity begets a common trust; and in an enviroirncat of 
common trust a serious attempt at disarmament—itself a condition 
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of improved standards of welfare—might be made. But we ought to 
be quite clear that the resumption of economic expansion is 
fundamental. 

We ought to be quite clear, further, that this is not an automatic 
process. It has not only to be planned, we have to agree upon the 
character of the plans before we go into the post-war period if they 
are to have any chance of success. We have to agree, for instance, 
that we shall not this time, as in 1919, end at a stroke all the existing 
arrangements for the pooling of economic tusources, in food, in 
shipping, in the stabilization of currencies, in raw materials, and so 
on. We have, on tht contrary to maintain them as the moulds out 
of which the planned economy of the next age will take shape. We 
have to use the years of transition to some kind of definite stability 
at the end of which alone can we hope to give a final outline to the 
peace, experimentally to extend their authority into a framework 
of permanent institutions. We have to do this realizing that it is 
highly unlikely that our civilization can afford a third breakdown. 

This means, I say, an agreement about the post-war world before 
we enter into its hazards. For the evidence is pretty plain that 
without this agreement the power behind the centrifugal forces will 
be very great. There will not only have ended, with victory, the 
pull of the common purpose which now enables us to transcend our 
differences. There will not only be fear, alert and anxious of an 
American isolationism rhat may easily be aided by the knowledge 
of America’s predominant strength. There will be the feverish 
nationalism of the liberated countries. There will be the revolu¬ 
tionary urge of millions of repressed workers intensified by the 
inspiration of Russian achievement. And over against that temper 
must be put the fatigue, the inertia, the craving, especially among 
the propertied classes, for a period of relief from the tensions of the 
unknown and the insecure. To preserve a system of common 
purposes in a world in which the achievement of the transcendent 
aim will engender, in most of our rulers, a yearning for the right 
to relax will be more difficult than the hour of crisis permits us to 
realize. 

To preserve a system of common purposes, let us remember, 
among states which were themselves deeply divided until the war 
compelled them to put aside their differences; to reconcile New 
Deal America with that America which, at any rate up to Pearl 
Harbour, was not quite certain whether Franklin Roosevelt or 
Adolph Hitler was its chief enemy; to heal the scars of a France 
with no element of its destiny predictable save the ruin of Vichyism; 
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to safeguard a Britain which, in the face of its massive uncertainties, 
must find remedies against mass-unemployment among its de¬ 
mobilized millions; to find what will be little less than the basis of 
a new world in the Far East; and, alongside of all this, to find 
terms of common living with a Russia whose socialist faith will 
have been strengthened both as experiment and as inspiration by 
victory; these major issues among the United Nations only, raise 
their heads as things about which we have to be clear as we confront 
the grave complexities involved in restoring the peoples of the Axis 
countries to habits of civilized living. None of these matters, let us 
be certain, is seriously met even by the most solemn incantations 
of the Atlantic Charter. To lay the foundations of collective security 
needs more than the rhetoric of statesmen. In the kind of world this 
war is calling into being it is the deed that is the word. 

I do not doubt the case with which one can draw up on paper 
the draft constitution of an international society; wiser than in 
1919, we may even omit from its clauses any reference to the 
sovereignty of the state. Eager prophets, like Mr. H. G. Wells, may 
give us a twentieth-century version of the Rights of Mail. We may 
solemnly swear a new Pact of Paris outlawing the use of war. The 
new Rumania, the new Hungary, the new Poland may pledge 
anew their determination to respect the rights of national or 
religious minorities. General Franco’s Spain may again be trans¬ 
formed from a prison into a civilization. The claims of the worker 
to a decent standard of life may be embodied in a new international 
charter. On the morrow of the Armistice there may be no man or 
woman amongst us not vowed to the dream that it shall not happen 
a third time. 

“Desires without deeds,” wrote Blake, in one of his supreme 
moments of insight, “breed no more than pestilence.” I do not for 
one moment underestimate the power of high intentions; the 
capacity of great purposes to steel men to great acts has been 
shown constantly in history. I am making the different point that 
unless we give to our high intentions the environment in which 
they can flourish, they arc bound to fail. We know that the pre¬ 
war system bred the tragedy of this war. We know, also, that, 
unchanged in its essentials, it is bound to lead remorselessly to its 
repetition. For men have to work with the materials they arc given; 
it is folly to expect that they can achieve results with them that the 
materials do not permit. It is not a matter of learning from experi¬ 
ence ; there is not a statesman living to-day who is not aware of its 
lessons. Our problem is not even the discovery of common ends; in 
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a broad way, there is agreement about those ends. Our problem is 
that, at every step, the methods those ends require are in conflict 
with powerful vested interests which do not easily consent to 
abdicate. There are times when the pressure of opinion makes 
abdication inevitable; so it was, for example, on August 4, 1789. 
But these times are of extreme rarity, and, if the favourable moment 
is missed, it is unlikely to recur. And when it is thus missed, there 
are few powerful vested interests which are prepared to surrender 
without a conflict. 

My argument is built on the view that this is the favourable 
moment, and that, if we let it pa«s, all effective plans for the 
organizing of that economics of expansion which is the condition 
of an enduring peace will fail. It is when men are conscious, as they 
are now conscious, of a transcendent end which overrides all lesser 
claims that the mood exists 111 which great experiment is possible. 
It is then, and only then, that we can mobilize the will to peaceful 
change on the scale and v\ith the intensity that our situation requires. 
It is then, and only then, that the dynamic of events makes the 
opponents of change incapable of resistance to its demands. The 
power to lecogni/c the favourable moment gives to the statesman 
the capacity to effect by consent and swiftly what, at other times, 
he can do only at .1 slow pace and, too often, only by compulsion. 
For at such a moment, the transcendent purpose seems to sweep 
men beyond themselves. The big thing seems the right thing; the 
big thing seems the reasonable thing. The greatness of the challenge 
permits, even exacts, the greatness of the response. So it was, for 
example, in the workshops of Britain after Dunkirk; so it was, also, 
in those days when our fighter pilots drove the German Air Force 
from British skies; so, also, was it in Russia when what seemed the 
irresistible German drive on Moscow was halted. 

But the mood of exaltation does not last; no nation can live for 
long upon the heights. If the favourable moment is allowed to pass 
unused, old habits resume their former sway. And with that re¬ 
sumption, the sense of transcendent aims disappears. We seem in 
the presence not of Reason itself, which exacts a unified allegiance 
without compulsion, but of a hundred competing reasons, each of 
which presents itself in some guise which interest, prescription, 
custom, tradition, all seem to support. It is then that we begin to 
be conscious of our differences, differences within nations, and 
difference" between them, and to forget the identities which enabled 
us to transcend them. It is then, too, that the historic emotion 
which surrounds those differences seems to clothe them with an 
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urgency that, at the favourable moment, we had forgotten they 
possessed. Compare the quality of the world’s response to Woodrow 
Wilson’s principles before the Armistice of November 11, 1918, and 
after the peace conference had begun at Paris. Compare the atmo¬ 
sphere in Washington in the first hundred days of the New Deal 
with the atmosphere after big business had discovered that the 
crisis was past. Compare what the makers of the Weimar Republic 
could have achieved in the first electric days of the Revolution— 
which was not a Revolution—with what they did achieve when 
they called in the interests of the old world to redress the balance 
of the new. 

That is why, in my judgment, the favourable moment is now 
and no other moment. The kind of temper its use requires cannot 
be improvised; that is made clear by every day, almost, of the 
in ter-war years. Those who do not act on the new faith they pro¬ 
claim when they have the power to act do not maintain acceptance 
of their faith; all they do is to arouse scepticism among their 
supporters and hope among their enemies. That is why, to take an 
obvious example, the first two British Labour Governments failed. 
They lacked the courage and the insight to seize upon their 
favourable moments. Instead of showing that they held the faith 
their members had so long professed, they seemed to set themselves 
to prove that from socialist principles they arrived at much the 
same conclusions as those opponents whom they had so fiercely 
denounced for their policies. They were defeated, less because the 
electorate had made up its mind to reject socialist principles in 
action—it had never seen them tried—than because, with obvious 
common sense, the electorate decided that if Conservative principles 
of governance were to be applied, it was only reasonable to authorize 
their application by those who believed in their validity. 

So it is, I suggest, with ourselves in this grave hour. We shall 
gain nothing but disillusion merely by preaching the new world; 
we must begin to lay its foundations if we want to see it built. That 
economics of expansion which offers us the prospect of a peace 
that can endure is not something we can suddenly improvise when 
the whole current of events runs against it. For a brief time, the 
vested interests of the United Nations are on the defensive. A 
government which announced that the requirements of the war 
impelled it, for example, to retain the control of all capital invest¬ 
ment after the war might encounter angry criticism; but it is, I 
think, quite certain that it would have overwhelming popular 
support so long as it convinced the people that it believed in its 
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own proposals. When, without any public preparation, and in 
circumstances of terrible necessity, Mr. Churchill made his offer of 
union with France to its government, he strengthened his position 
by showing that he was capable of audacious action proportionate 
to the danger. The statesmen who fail are those who, in an hour 
of crisis, think that we can totter on with the kind of measures of 
which that crisis is itself a condemnation. 

On the international plane, therefore, my argument resolves 
itself into a twofold plea. On the one hand, t am urging that we 
must organize without delay a realm in which there is unified 
action between states which liberates the forces of production in the 
world; on the other hand, 1 am urging that unified action between 
states is in some realms impossible, and in most realms unlikely, 
unless we alter within states the relations of production that this 
liberation may be real and swift and effective. I am arguing that 
if we enter the post-war world without having begun the process 
of reconstruction, we shall find that the dynamic of peaceful change 
is simply not open to us. We shall enter upon an epoch in which 
the hopes the effort for victory will have aroused will fall so far 
below the realities we can make available that conflict within each 
community is more likely than agreement. Such conflict may have 
one of two issues. In nations either defeated or exhausted, it will 
take the form of popular upheaval; in nations in which, like the 
United States, the productive forces are largely unimpaired, but the 
productive relations practically unchanged, it will take the form, 
either of an attack from above on the maintenance of capitalism in 
a democratic context, or the purchase of a new, though dubious 
and uncertain, lease of life for that democratic context by a move¬ 
ment towards economic, perhaps even territorial imperialism. 

Let us make no mistake about the meaning of these probabilities. 
They mean the defeat of Hitler; but they do not mean the defeat 
of the conditions which made Hitler possible. And because they do 
not mean the defeat of those conditions, they mean that in some 
other nation, at some later time, a new Hitler will make a new 
challenge to the freedom we shall have maintained at so bitter a 
cost. We gain nothing by the refusal steadily to confront the prospect 
that this situation may well be ours. On the contrary, it is perhaps 
only by the steady contemplation of this prospect that we shall 
learn how urgent is the need for action now. For the tragedy of 
these years has been wholly in vain unless from it we have learned 
two things. We ought, in the first place, to have seen that power 
which is not the instrument of justice is altogether terrible and 
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repulsive, that it builds a tyranny far more terrible than any the 
past has known because its ability to destroy is so much more 
eflicient and so much more organized. And we ought, in the second 
place, to have seen that a society in which acquisitiveness is the 
root of power becomes the enemy of reason itself because it makes 
of reason the slave of the blind impulse to power. “The lust of 
government,” wrote Harrington, “is the greatest lust.” It can 
provoke the basest, as well as the noblest, of ambitions. Its ability 
to degrade is not less profound than its ability to elevate. I know 
no moment when its ability to degrade is more complete than when 
the leaders of a people postpone the fulfilment of the pledges they 
make to a period in which all history makes it probable that the 
conditions of fulfilment will no longer be available. That is the 
supreme danger before us; and unless we tackle it while it can still 
be overcome, the high purposes we seek to serve are being built 
upon foundations of sand. 

The betrayal of a civilization is always a long process; in the 
end, it is always a fatal one. And the surest way to its betrayal is 
to allow the ab\ss to widen between the values men praise and the 
values they permit to operate. For when this occurs, there ceases 
to be a scheme ol values bv which men can live. Age becomes 
cynical; youth is deprived ol hope. The world becomes a theatre 
in which an indifferent audience watches without concern the 
drama of a struggle- for power by whose outcome it is unaffected. 
We have, as a iaee, passed through epochs of this kind before. We 
have seen e onsc rene eless ambition hack its way to power in defiance 
of all the prine iples vvhic h give to human life the quality of a dignified 
self-respect. For those epochs bring out in the habits of men all the 
impulses which proclaim their animal origin; they kill in them pity 
and benevolence, charitv and love. That is the kind of epoch into 
which we ma\ move unless we put behind the principles we proclaim 
the passion winch gives them life. And the period w'hich separates 
11 s horn the coming of such a disaster is shorter than most of us 
care to admit, even in our moments of deepest pessimism. 

That is win 1 ha\e made the emphasis of this chapter less the 
description o( a possible pattern of international government than 
the anaksis of the central conditions without which, as 1 think, the 
idea ol international government is no more than a conceptual toy 
with wlm h men may pla\ 1 have urged that its availability depends, 
above .ill, upon two ceruditions; upon the resumption, first, of an 
economics of piculv, and the use, secondly, of the favourable 
moment to begin the- piocess of its organization: upon these two 
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conditions being successfully fulfilled, everything else depends. To 
begin fulfilment is to engender hope, and only hope that feels itself 
the mistress of time has the power to create faith. Without some 
such essay as this in fulfilment now, it is, I have argued, probable 
that we shall enter the post-war world still prisoners of a tradition 
fatal to the very ends we seek to attain. Without it, all the seeds of 
conflict, economic, national, social, religious, will remain in the soil 
of our civilization, forgotten, it may be, in the momentary triumph 
of victory, but certain to grow again when its irst spring of ecstasy 
has died away. 

If it be said that i* is too much to ask of leaders driven so relent¬ 
lessly by the pressure of the immense responsibilities of war to give 
their minds to the problems of peace, there are, as I conceive, two 
quite decisive answers. The first is that in totalitarian war, measures 
of reconstruction are an integral part of its vital strategy, since 
upon their impact depends that morale which is the key to victory. 
The second is that the separation of victory in the field from the 
building of the conditions which enable the victory to be used is an 
artificial and static conception of totalitarian war which mistakes 
altogether its inherent nature. To build our policy upon the assump¬ 
tion that the separation is real is to repeat the cardinal error of 
1919; it is to make it certain that our statesmen will write the 
wrong peace. 

If, finally, it be said that man, after all, is a thinking animal, 
and that, in the light of the massive evidence which indicates 
awareness of our position, we have the right to be optimistic, there 
are, I think, again two decisive answers. The first is that the thinking 
self reaches, in all of us, but a little way; and that it is a self which 
transcends the power of passion only when we have consciously 
organized the conditions of its mastery. The second is the answer 
that Bagehot gave less, I suspect, in mockery than in sadness, when 
he said that “one of the greatest pains to human nature is the pain 
of a new idea.” It is a new idea that we are seeking to domesticate 
in persuading men to make power the servant of peace instead of 
war. It is a revolutionary idea which will not easily come to terms 
with our traditional ways of life. We live in a moment when a 
treaty between the present and the future is available to us; and it 
is in such moments that the thinking self can obtain the upper 
hand. But it is imperative for us to remember that such moments 
do not last, and that, when they have passed, nothing is more 
capable of driving us to battle than the reason which does not 
command our allegiance. 



Chapter VII 

THE THREAT OF COUNTER¬ 
REVOLUTION 

i 

The central argument of this book is, in essence, an extremely 
simple one. We shall not understand the nature of the war in which 
we are engaged unless we recognize that we are fighting the forces 
of the counter-revolution. It is to this basic fact that our whole 
outlook and strategy must be adjusted. We fight, no doubt, that we 
may survive as free peoples. We seek to punish the ruthless cruelty 
of our enemies. We propose, if we can, to make impossible, in the 
future, the baseness and treachery of their methods. We are con¬ 
cerned to root out their crude worship of power for its own sake. 
But unless our effort is adjusted to the fact that wc are fighting the 
counter-revolution we shall fail to mobilize on our side the resources 
that are necessary to victory. 

We are fighting the counter-revolution. What do we mean by this 
term? That we are fighting the exponents of an idea. That we are 
fighting men who are seeking to revolutionize the society in which 
we live in order to adjust those of its principles and institutions 
which are in decay to the new conditions of our time. The counter¬ 
revolutionists arc not simple reactionaries. They have no nostalgia 
for ancient forms. They are not less aware than we are of the impos¬ 
sibility of a return to Umsez-faite, or an aristocracy of birth, or the 
simple, and largely self-sufficient society which enabled Jefferson, 
for instance, to formulate his ideal of agrarian democracy. The 
counter-revolutionaries are not conservative. They have not an atom 
of Burke's respect for tradition and prescription. They have no 
admiration for the old merely because it is old; on the contrary, 
they are prepared to use all the latest techniques of modern science, 
all the experimental potentialities of our institutional system, to 
attain their purpose. That purpose is to adapt capitalist society to 
the conditions of modem technology, of a world-market, of a 
division of labour which has made the collectivist organization of 
social relationships inevitable. Fascism is capitalism rejecting its 
liberal origins in order to adapt its relations of production to a 
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situation in which the liberal idea, politically, economically, and 
socially, would be fatal to the capitalist idea. It uses all the forces 
(hat it can, above all the idea of nationalism, in order to breathe 
new life into the capitalist idea at a moment when the peaceful 
evolution of its relations would exhibit the fatality of the contra¬ 
dictions in which it is involved. It is revolutionary in the sense that 
it is bound to break in pieces all the organizations it encounters 
which interfere with its objective; that is why it is driven by its own 
logic to assume the form of totalitarian dictatorship. But, unlike a 
true revolution, that of England, for instance, in the seventeenth 
century, of France in 1789, of Russia in 1917, it does not seek to 
enlarge the boundary of power for the benefit of a class or classes 
previously excluded from that benefit. On the contrary, it seeks to 
continue the confinement of privilege to those who were its possessors 
before it seized the state-power. To be successful in that effort, it is 
compelled to suppress political parties, churches, trade unions, and 
any other organizations which may stand in its way. It is an attempt 
to transform a whole society to its purpose. It must therefore, quite 
logically, destroy in that society, persons, ideas, organizations, pro¬ 
cedures, which might hinder the work of transformation. 

The counter-revolution is bound to be anti-democratic. For the 
purpose of democracy is to enlarge the number of those who share 
in the benefits of available welfare by enlarging the number of 
those to whom the rulers of a society are responsible. It is bound 
to be anti-democratic, because it comes upon the historical scene 
when the relations of production it is defending are in decisive 
contradiction with the forces of production. Because it is anti¬ 
democratic, it is bound to be ultimately and inherently hostile to 
all that capitalist relations of production could permit democracy to 
be when those relations were capable of an expanding exploitation 
of the forces of production. A democratic society seeks for peace; 
the counter-revolution is bound to make war. A democratic society 
is rational, constitutional, pushed, by its inner logic, to set freedom 
in the context of equality; the counter-revolution is anti-rational, 
anti-constitutional, the enemy of all egalitarianism lest this destroy 
the claim of the oligarchy it defends to its monopoly of freedom in 
an age of economic contraction. Hitler is doing for German capital¬ 
ism in its decline what the Ironsides of Cromwell did for the English 
middle class in its rise, what Richelieu and Colbert did when they 
buried the last efforts of aristocratic feudalism in France and 
created the necessary conditions for the rise of the French bour¬ 
geoisie. Just as war and revolution mark the death of feudalism and 
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the rise of capitalist relations, so do war and revolution mark the 
effort of those to whom those relations mean a special privilege to 
maintain them when they are no longer capable of remaining on 
the world-stage except by violence. 

It is characteristic of a counter-revolution such as we are fighting 
that it should evoke an elan in those who lead it which can easily 
be mistaken for the dynamic of a revolution. We are horrified by 
the blunt avowal of their purposes by Hitler and Mussolini and the 
leaders of Japanese militarism; they seem to us an outrage upon the 
decent instincts of mankind. They are for force against persuasion, 
for the few against the many, for slavery against freedom, for ignor¬ 
ance against knowledge, for authority against unfettered enquiry, 
for unreason against reason. That is why they elevate the claims of 
race against the demands of mankind. That is why they are com¬ 
pelled to bar the gates of knowledge against all who reject their 
dogmas. That is why they reject the objective findings of science, 
with their international validity, in favour of some narrow tribal 
insights which, even a decade ago, they could not have found one 
learned man to defend. That is why, above all, they deny the 
experience of the masses, and the claims built upon that experience, 
and seek to make of ordinary men and women the dumb slaves of 
a charismatic leader whose will they may not dare to explore. 
Their pattern of authority is that of an oligarchy, drunk with un¬ 
limited power, to whose puiposes the common man is no mote than 
an instiument. He is denied the right to shaie in the definition of 
those pin poses. He may not conceive of himself as an end; for him, 
thought is a forbidden luxury, and scepticism a dime. Their pattern 
of international order is that of a conquering race which imposes 
its will upon the world. It recognizes no sin save weakness; and it 
admits no rights save those which power can exact. It sees con¬ 
flict as the paient of all human virtues; and it legalds the qualities 
which we icgaid as the marks of a civilized man, justice, mercy, 
tolerance, imagination, as the signs of that weakness which provokes 
defeat. 

Granted the end the counter-revolution has in view there ought 
to be no surprise cither at the habits or the ideas of which they 
make use. They are the technique of which a decaying system 
always disposes when it seeks to reassert its authority. So, for example 
the opponents of the English Revolution sought to breathe new life 
into the doctrine of the divine right of Kings; so, also, Gregory XVI 
and Pius IX denounced the mental climate of the world which had 
rejected their claims. And anyone who analyses in all its details the 



THE THREAT OF COUNTER-REVOLUTION 


2 55 

long struggle in seventeenth-century France between Jesuit and 
Jansenist will, I suggest, see in the effort of the latter an attempt 
to maintain the ethic of a Church habituated to a feudal society 
against the ethic of a militant and far-seeing body of theological 
janissaries who had already realized that they could not maintain 
the authority of that Papacy to whose service they were vowed 
unless they persuaded it to come to terms with a new social order 
it was too late to defeat on the old basis. From this angle, the famous 
polemic of Pascal falls into its place as part < ■ the effort, however 
unconscious, of the old order in France to arrest the adaptation 
of ecclesiastical sanctions of conduct to the world which the eclipse 
of feudalism was shaping. 

The counter-revolution has to impose the habits of tyranny upon 
the world for the simple reason that it cannot look for consent to 
its purposes. It is irrelevant that it presents itself in the guise of a 
“new order”; it is irrelevant, also, that, here and there, it should 
have been able to persuade philosophers and learned men to prosti¬ 
tute their knowledge to its service. The significant index to the 
nature of the counter-revolution is the methods by which, and by 
which alone, its exponents can extend their authority. Internally, 
they coerce; externally, they make war. They have abandoned, 
that is, the hope of persuasion; they take refuge in their power to 
make men afraid. It is not, therefore, accident that the executioner 
and the concentration camp are the symbols of their regime nor 
that, wherever they set their feet, their first victims have been those 
who have sought to extend the boundaries of human knowledge. 
They recognize that thought itself is their chief enemy; that is why 
it is their ambition to impose an orthodoxy from whose rigors there 
is no escape. The barbarian of the fifth century had at least the 
humility to venerate the Rome he looted; the barbarian of the 
twentieth century is incapable of cither humility or of veneration. 
Whatever is different from the pattern he desires to impose, he must 
seek to blot out from the memory of mankind. 

There are those who argue that the next generation will deeply 
concern itself to discover why three great nations should have 
challenged the world on behalf of the counter-revolution. Men, 
they say, do not easily lend themselves to the service of the tyrant, 
above all, when he brings terrorism and war in his train. A Germany 
in the tradition of which there was not onl/ a Reformation, but 
also an Enlightenment; an Italy which knew not only a Renaissance, 
but also a Risorgimento; from, at least, the Western nations which 
gave birth to Goethe and Marx, to Galileo and Vico, the acceptance 
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of counter-revolution is held to be astounding. They are tempted 
to argue that something in their national character must have dis¬ 
posed them to love their chains. I have already rejected this view. 
I have already pointed out that we know far too little about national 
character to dogmatize about it with confidence; and, apart from 
the fact that, at some time, the acceptance of tyranny is a habit 
that every nation has displayed, just as every nation, at some time, 
has proved itself capable of striking a blow for freedom, it is with 
national behaviour that we have to concern ourselves. Nations are 
what their circumstances make them; and if, at some given time, a 
nation sets its feet on the path of counter-revolution that is a pro¬ 
blem to solve rather than a sin to denounce. 

Counter-revolution is a principle to which the masses of a nation 
do not submit with ease. For it is the nature of man to affirm his 
own essence; and this requires a capacity for continuous expansion 
with which the principle of counter-revolution is in direct contra¬ 
diction. For to affirm one’s own essence is to declare that one 
stands by the meaning one finds oneself in life; and counter¬ 
revolution is nothing so much as the denial of the ordinary man’s 
right to express that meaning. It is the imposition of alien experi¬ 
ence upon one’s own, the enforcement of a dogma from without 
upon a faith that has grown from within. It is the arrest of the move¬ 
ment of mind and conscience in the individual in favour of dogmatic 
commands which he must accept even to his own frustration. It is 
the denial that spontaneity is valid, the insistence, accordingly, 
that we are instruments and not ends. Yet because, at some point, 
man is not merely nature’s rebel, but authority’s rebel, also, he 
refuses to accept a position of permanent subordination. At some 
point he insists that his insights must be his own. At some point, 
he refuses to give his allegiance except upon the condition that he 
Ircely chooses to give his allegiance. In every age, there have been 
men who would rather die than surrender their right to their own 
insights. In every age, also, there has been a point beyond which 
the rulers of a society must yield to their subjects or be broken by 
them. 

Counter-revolution succeeds when a quite special set of historical 
circumstances have taken a deep hold of a people. Its established 
expectations are disappointed; its sense of failure is profound; it 
has ceased to be at unity with itself, and has lost, thereby, the 
capacity to respect its traditional political institutions. When these 
three conditions co-exist, the prospect of a counter-revolution is 
profound; when the second is absent, a revolutionary situation is 
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emerging. It was in the three conditions I have described that 
Mussolini and Hitler arrived at power. In each case, the nation 
they came to control did not know what the morrow might bring 
forth. In each case, its inner security was gone; fear was the preva¬ 
lent disposition. In each case, also, the nation had been deeply in¬ 
jured in its self-respect; none of those who mainly shaped the 
climate of its opinion deemed its place in the world adequate to its 
claims. In each case, again, internal antagonisms had reached a 
point where men could not tolerate the results implied in difference 
of opinion with their neighbours. As always, intensity of difference 
bred fear, and fear, in its turn, intensified insecurity. Where men 
feel insecure, they look to the traditional state-wisdom for assurance, 
much as a child in distress turns to its mother for comfort. If, at 
the moment when assurance is required, it fails them, the institu¬ 
tional system is inevitably in danger. For the habit of routine is 
not less essential to men’s comfort than the capacity for adaptation; 
the success of a state lies in its power to maintain a due proportion 
between these. When the proportion is unavailable in some parti¬ 
cular political system, its utility is exhausted. Men will no longer 
give lQyalty to a state which cannot get its orders obeyed. 

The new political order is, in such conditions, imposed by the 
men who have the resolution to plan, and the capacity to execute, 
the manoeuvres necessary for the seizure of power. I have discussed 
that seizure in Germany and Italy in an earlier chapter. The reasons 
for its success are clear. The counter-revolutionaries were united 
and determined; their opponents were divided and uncertain. And 
these opponents relied upon a programme the first results of which 
would clearly have been to intensify the disunity and insecurity of 
each nation; the counter-revolutionaries made it the supreme 
virtue of their platform that it had the magic power to dissipate 
these. Socialists and Communists dwelt on the tawdriness of those 
traditions with which history had associated the past glories of each 
nation; the counter-revolutionaries affirmed their splendour. And 
while the opponents of counter-revolution frankly insisted that their 
sufferings were, at least in part, their own misfortune, the counter¬ 
revolutionaries built up the comforting myth that the nation had 
been the victim of its enemies, domestic and external. The call to 
socialism meant a long epoch of material adjustment and spiritual 
renovation; the leaders of the counter-revolution offered an imme¬ 
diate renaissance in which the lost faith would be swiftly rewon. 
To peoples, in short, angry with humiliation, and fatigued with the 
labour of constant adaptation, socialism seemed to offer a future in 
R 
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which humiliation was at least possible once more, and fatigue 
quite certain. But the counter-revolutionaries promised a future in 
which there would be an instant renewal of strength and a routine 
which would save them from the pain of thought. 

It is not difficult to understand cither victory in the conditions 
in which it was attained. Revolution or counter-revolution was the 
immense alternative without the fact being plain to the masses that 
this was in fact the choice they had to make. Behind the votaries 
of revolution they saw neither unity of aim nor of method; to 
achieve it meant certainly a breach with their own past, and per¬ 
haps a European war in which aid was doubtful. Behind the counter¬ 
revolutionaries, there were massed immense forces with a single 
purpose, the creation of the conditions of order; and they could 
count upon at least the sympathy of all who feared a departure 
from the traditional system. Counter-revolution was built upon a 
coalition of fortes each of which not only had a special interest in 
its success, but a secret hope that in the final co-ordination achieved 
it might become the dominant authority; and each of them realized 
that only by the overthrow of democratic institutions could its special 
privileges be maintained as legal rights. Economic power, military 
authority, aristocratic tradition, the dynastic principle, all these 
united with the declare adventurers whom Hitler and Mussolini led 
in the hope of protection from the organized rise of mass-assault 
upon their privilege. 

The business man saw in the overthrow of democracy an end to 
the power of the working-class, through its political and economic 
oiganizations, to set limits to his authority. The soldier was satisfied 
that new empires were to be won once the destruction of democracy 
restored the historic status of war. The aristocrat believed that he 
need no longer fear the claim of talent to share in careers in which, 
in the pre-dcmocratic age, he had possessed a virtual monopoly. 
The monarchist hoped that the restoration or strengthening of the 
throne would follow upon the eclipse of a democracy inherently 
hostile to the mystique by which he lived. To outlaws like Hitler or 
Mussolini and their followers, the counter-revolution was the one 
opportunity of obtaining pow'er, and the prizes of power, without 
the obligation to pay respect to principle. None of the traditional 
classes which allied itself with the outlaws had in fact taken their 
measure. For none of them understood that, in the classic sense, a 
state based upon the rule of law could not be built under the 
patronage of outlaws, since law would drive them back to that 
twilight world to which, in an ordered society, they were normally 
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confined. None of these traditional classes understood that it is the 
outlaw who gives its character to a counter-revolutionary, as distinct 
from a reactionary, state. They could not rid themselves of the 
outlaws because it was *to these, and not to the men of the old 
order, that the support of the masses was given. This was the natural 
result of the fact that only the outlaws could promise to make all 
things new; unlike his traditionalist allies, the outlaw was bound 
by no conventions, respected no ties, and wa. ruthless in a degree 
of which a group inheriting a tradition was icapable. The tradi¬ 
tional groups did not desire to do more than limit the power of 
democracy to challenge their privileges; but they found that, in the 
historic position they occupied, an alliance with the outlaws meant 
the destruction of the very bases of democracy, and that this pushed 
them beyond reaction to a counter-revolution they could not hope 
to dominate. 


II 

It is not difficult, I think, to explain why this is the case. The 
interest of the masses is in security, freedom, equality, knowledge 
and peace. These are the conditions of their self-realization. These 
are the environment the masses require if the masses arc to have 
the opportunity of expanding welfare. For where knowledge is the 
monopoly of a few, the ignorance of the masses limits their access 
to welfare. Where there is war, the masses arc its primary victims. 
Where there is inequality, the masses arc excluded from the area 
of benefit, just as a denial of freedom is always the exclusion of the 
masses from some field of opportunity. 

So that the masses in every society have always remained the 
supreme revolutionary force; it is to them that king, aristocracy, 
middle class, have appealed in their upward march to power, 
Historically, each of them has used the masses as an ally, and then 
broken the partnership when its power was established. The masses 
were too ignorant or too poor to be trusted to shape their own 
destiny. It is not, indeed, until after the American and French 
Revolutions gave the principle of popular sovereignty its letters of 
credit, that the idea of democracy began slowly to secure the status 
of respectability; how slowly can be seen in a speech like that of 
Macaulay on the Chartist petition, 1 or in the writings in which 
Guizot so brilliantly defended the theory of the juste milieu, 2 But it 

1 Macaulay, Speeches (World’s Classics Edition), p. 184 f. 

* Memoires (1875), Des Moyeris d'Opposition (1821). 
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was still more slowly that it began to be insisted that the well-being 
of the masses ought to be the primary object of the state-power; 
and it was even more rare for the statesmen who insisted that this 
was so actually to take steps to make it the case. That it was the 
business of a government to satisfy demand on the largest possible 
scale was a conception always set in the context that the claims 
of prescription mu:t be met before this could legitimately be 
attempted. 

This was the natural outcome of an economy of scarcity in a 
society where cither demand was satisfied because, in the technical 
sense, it was “effective,” or because it evoked the emotions which 
are satisfied by charity. The masses, in an economy of scarcity, are 
the residuary legatees whose claims are met after “effective” demands 
are met. The true purpose of the state-power was always to put the 
force of law, the coercive authority of the society, at the disposal 
of those who possessed “effective” demand, those, that is to say, 
who owned or controlled the instruments of production in a given 
society. The degree in which this fact was apparent depended on 
whether the society was more or less prosperous. In “good” times, 
there was more to distribute, and the state-power was less nakedly 
in evidence; in ‘bad times” the maintenance of “law and order” 
was its primary function. If, indeed, the threat of the masses in 
bad times to law and order went deep enough to endanger their 
stability, experiments in concession, the Speenhamland system, for 
instance, might be attempted to bribe them into acquiescence in 
the fundamental equations maintained by the state-power. The 
extension of the right to vote carried with it only formally the right 
to disturb this essential equilibrium. 

Lvcn the C hristian Churches, which had made theii way by the 
affirmation of the great principle that equal need establishes equal 
claim, and had been deeply critical of the effect of great wealth 
upon the human soul, were bribed by endowment into partnership 
with privilege; and they became, through the centuries^ one of the 
main weapons in the grim task of persuading the masses to accept 
their misfortunes. They cried down secular knowledge; they made 
obedience to magistrates a condition of salvation; their chiliastic 
principle was used to console men into tolerance of material suffer¬ 
ing. They were even prepared, as the history of groups like the 
V\ aldenses and the Spiritual Franciscans makes clear, to outlaw 
t e men who strove to recall them to their original purposes. By 
making themselves the mediator of salvation between an unknown 
Cod and the masses for whose ignorance the Churches conspired, 
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they made themselves, through the centuries, the agents of a social 
order whose inner and immanent principle has been to coniine the 
main goods of this world to the few at the expense of die many. It 
is not accident that the Roman Church has been the main prop 
of both monarchism and Fascism in Spain, or that the Russian 
Orthodox Church accommodated itself to the evil premisses of 
Czarist autocracy. Nor was it accident that no i duerice was more 
persuasive than that of Wesley in inducing the masses in England 
to accept the grim discipline of the new factories in return for 
the dubious consolation of an unproved anil improvable eternal 
bliss. 

Yet every counter-revolution has to take account, at least while 
the civilization in which it operates is able to endure, of two clear 
principles. No social order that it builds is able to last if it fails to 
give the masses a sense of expanding horizons; it must so order its 
arrangements that access to social benefit is not permanently denied 
save to those for whom it is made. No doubt there is ebb and flow; 
for in politics, as in nature, action and reaction are equal. If 1789 
produces 1815, 1815 also produces 1848. And, increasingly since 
the Reformation, and at an even greater tempo in our own day, 
the forces of production make for a world in which the claims of 
privilege are dependent upon the co-operation of the masses; and 
a higher price has continually to be paid if the masses are to be 
persuaded to co-operate. The Fascist form of counter-revolution is, 
in its very suppression of the masses, paying tribute to the fear they 
inspire in its leaders. They may nullify the elfect of universal suffrage; 
they may drive back the workers’ organizations to the status of 
illegal conspiracies; they may hope for the advance of industrial 
technology without the development of popular education. But they 
are still faced by the need to give men the vital nourishment of 
hope; and the very character of their propaganda is the recognition 
that, unless men are given hope, they turn inevitably to remake the 
foundations of the state-power that they may attain it. 

The counter-revolution, this is to say, denies the validity of an 
historical movement the implications of which have gone deep into 
the consciousness not merely of Western man, but also, as events 
have shown, that Far East he has so largely subjugated to his pur¬ 
poses. From about 1800 onwards, the drive to exploit more fully the 
forces of production required the free mind; and experience has 
shown, even if in pain and suffering, that power cannot ultimately 
set limits to the horizons the free mind will seek to scan. From, 
further, about the settlement of the American colonics, the idea of 
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2i more equal opportunity in life began to seek the verification of 
experiment from men who were oppressed, men who were perse¬ 
cuted, men whose sense of justice was outraged by a society in 
which the well-being of the few was increasingly seen to be pur¬ 
chased at the expense of ‘the many. We cannot exaggerate the 
impact of America upon our civilization. 

For it gave something like the status of unbreakable law to the 
notion that no man is the permanent victim of a fixed destiny. 

P rom the voyages imaginaires of the seventeenth century we can trace 
how America has domesticated the ideas of liberty and equality in 
the mind of the common man. From the travellers of the eighteenth 
century we can learn how it broke routines which had been held a 
part of the order of nature. The American War of Independence 
acted on the age it illuminated with something like the force of a 
new gospel; it gave to the basic ideas of democracy a status to which, 
despite themselves, the leaders of the counter-revolution are forced 
to pay homage. Since Washington was transformed from a rebel 
into an immortal, there has been no privilege anywhere that has 
felt complete assurance about its foundations. Not only had the 
right of rebellion been accorded a vindication which has permanently 
altered the pattern of men’s thoughts; it was given a vindication 
which lias built itself, however imperfect the realization, upon the 
premiss that men were created free and equal. That was declared a 
self-evident truth; and there is a vital sense in which all later history 
has been an attempt to discover the institutions through which that 
premiss may be expressed. 

A century and a half have passed since Washington assumed the 
Presidency of the United States. In that period, the most important 
change that has occurred in men’s minds is their transfer of emphasis 
from form to substance. Their passions, from political, have become 
social. "Ihey see no more validity in the present distribution of 
welfaic than their ancestors saw in seventeenth-century England or 
in eighteenth-century P’ranee in schemes they believed they had the 
power and the right to transcend. They are no more willing to 
accept our soc ial diseases as inevitable than their ancestors were 
prepared to accept the ancien regime as a final form of government. 

A revolution has already shaped itself in men’s minds which 
makes them judge the states under whose authority they live by 
their power to offer the masses economic security upon the basis of 
expanding welfare. That, in our time, has become the meaning of 
freedom to the masses all over the world. It is held in India and in 
China, as well as in Britain and in the United States. In its name, 



THE THREAT OF COUNTER-REVOLUTION 263 

an upheaval at least as profound as that of 1789 in France has 
changed the whole way of life of the Russian people and has set 
new currents stirring in every quarter of the globe. 

It is in this perspective that the counter-revolution must be set. 
This perspective, like all changes in the fundamental pattern of 
social life, has come very slowly to maturity. We catch a glimpse of 
its influence in the Anabaptists of Munster; i( is present again in 
the passionate debates of the Army Council m the English civil 
wars; it is the motive which, after the fall of Robespierre, gave birth 
to the conspiracy of Babeuf; and, thenceforward, brought to maturity 
by increasing industualization and urban life, it develops from a 
half-hidden insight, which men hardly dare avow to themselves, 
into a conscious principle of action for which its votaries are willing 
to die. 

In the first instance, the revolution which Hitler and his associates 
seek to destroy was mostly content to operate upon the purely poli¬ 
tical plane. It believed that the wider the basis of the franchise, the 
more certain was the citizen of access to welfare. It transformed 
all political institutions, the legislature, the executive, the judiciary, 
the bureaucracy, in an increasingly democratic direction. But it 
began, also, slowly to discover either that these changes made an 
improvement in its situation far below what it had been led to 
expect, or that the improvement was so slow that it failed to make 
a decisive alteration in man’s fate. So that, presently, it rediscovered 
the central truth that always comes into the foreground when 
political changes fail to satisfy: it discovered that the root of its 
misfortunes lay in the relations of production. It then insists that 
the laws of property shall become the central matter for political 
consideration. It asks, that is, for the remaking of the foundations 
of state-power. 

Whenever the rights of property become the fundamental matter 
of debate in a community, privilege and prescription are called into 
question; and it is the clear evidence of history that men whose 
position is the outcome of eithei will defend themselves by whatever 
expedients they can. Because we live in an age in which the founda¬ 
tions are in question, those whose interest it is to refuse to adapt 
the relations of production to the new claims made upon them are 
bound to attack every principle and institution those claims can 
mobilize in their support. The idea of democracy, the humanitarian 
impulse, the craving for equality, the passion for freedom, all these 
they must deny. Because scientific discovery and philosophic insight 
advance the expectations men form of their rights, counter-revolu- 
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tionaries are driven into hostility against any science and any 
philosophy which appear to lend colour to these expectations. 

But that hostility is bound to take the counter-revolutionaries 
further. It leads them into an attack upon all speculation the 
relevance of which is unfavourable to the relations they wish to 
maintain. And as with principles, so with institutions. The masses 
have built in their forward movement above all three types of 
defensive association- -the trade union, the co-operative society, and 
the socialist party. The counter-revolutionaries are bound to exact 
their suppression. To succeed in this, they must destroy the demo¬ 
cratic environment which secures to these associations the right to 
live. For this purpose, they must reject the process of self-govern¬ 
ment since it is inseparably related to democracy. And once they 
rejec t self-government they must, by a dreadful logic, deny the 
legitimacy of any power they do not themselves authorize; opposi¬ 
tion to their purposes thus becomes, in the instant, treason. In a 
collectivist society based upon the world-market, the totalitarian 
state is the- inevitable instrument of the counter-revolution. 

Its inakeis chose a favourable moment for their enterprise. None 
of the- traditional sources of reaction, the Army, for instance, or 
Big Business, could have hoped to organize a movement of the 
masses They inquired the* service's of a demagogue of genius who 
could biing them that mass-support without which their fight for 
power would have be e n at best a dubious gamble. They bought 
those seivices; they built the totalitarian state. But, when they had 
constiucted it, they still found themselves confronted by the problem 
it is the aim 0! the counter-revolution to suppress as a living issue: 
how to satisfy the expectations of the masses. Within a totalitarian 
Italy 01 Get many there was no way to solve it except by a funda¬ 
mental alteration in the* relations of production, which, by depriving 
privilege of its claims, would render abortive the whole aim of 
counter-revolution. They thus confronted a position in which, as 
the German massacre of June 30, 1934, made clear, they must 
always face the prospect of rebellion. They then realized, what, 
indeed, it is probable that the German general staff had recognized 
Horn the outset, that they could not maintain their power so long 
as the rest ot Europe was independent of their influence. 

When the last internal enemy had been crushed, external relations 
still remained as a source of potential disaster. The world could 
not remain for them half-slave, half-free; its conquest was the 
necessary condition of their survival. From the outset, they there¬ 
fore prepared for that conquest. Savage repression at home, brutal 
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conquest abroad, they offered this, with a share to their domestic 
victims in the spoils of conquest, in return for the acceptance of the 
counter-revolution. The outlaws who enforced this programme 
were no more concerned at the price their method exacted than 
the Renaissance bravo who sold his private army to the highest 
bidder. They took the only means available in the historic period 
at \yhich we have arrived forcibly to maintain the relations of 
production as a system of privileges which, by limiting the develop¬ 
ment of the forces of production, denied the masses access to a 
rising standard of welfare. If this meant an attempt to impose the 
counter-revolution upon the world, that attempt became a necessary 
sacrifice upon the altar of the only religion in which they believed 
—the sacred right of their class to its prescriptive privileges. 

Ill 

This is the counter-revolution with which we are at war; and it 
is vital that we should understand it for what it is. But before I 
turn to the implications of its principles, there are two things relevant 
to it which must be emphasized. The first is the falsity of the argu¬ 
ment which seeks to make of Fascism, in its various national forms, 
and Bolshevism, twin aspects of the same principle. It is false for a 
number of reasons. First, it confounds the superficial with the 
fundamental. Because both Fascism and Bolshevism grow out of a 
situation in which the rise of mass-claims is the central phenomenon, 
that does not build identity between them. Bolshevism, no doubt, 
has been cruel; and many of its methods of propaganda have been 
adapted to Fascist purposes. It is even true that something of the 
idealism in the early Bolshevik movement has been lost as it has 
been applied to a semi-Oriental civilization, barely literate, sur¬ 
rounded by enemies, and requiring for self-protection a rapid 
industrialization which would enable it to defend itself. The disci¬ 
pline involved in this process was bound to be hard, even ruthless. 
But we fail to judge it rationally unless we remember that, without 
this discipline, Russia to-day would be the latifundia of the counter¬ 
revolution, and that it would then be well on the road to that 
world-dominion at which it aims. 

The difference is the vital one that there is nothing in the nature 
of the Bolshevik state which is alien from the democratic ideal. Its 
realization has halted, in the main, because its experiment, as I 
have pointed out, has never been conducted in an atmosphere of 
security. It is only as the tensions which have so far surrounded it 
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are broken down that its true character as a genuine search for 
democracy and freedom, a search, be it noted, upon terms that are 
new in the history of the world, can verify itself in experience. 

The other thing that is important is our need to realize that the 
counter-revolution was never capable of being contained within 
the countries of its origin. There are statesmen and publicists who 
have argued that it concerned only those peoples over whom it 
obtained the mastery' so long as it did not become an article for 
export; even Mr. Churchill has heaped eulogies on Mussolini. When 
the international relations of the counter-revolution became threat¬ 
ening, democratic statesmen exhausted themselves in attempting its 
appeasement; few things now seem more ironical than Mr. Cham¬ 
berlain’s announcement, after Munich, that he had found the 
formula for “peace in our time.” The fact was, of course, not only 
that the principle of counter-revolution requires war as the law of 
its being, and that no state, therefore, can be indifferent to it. The 
fact was, also, that, because counter-revolution waxes and wanes 
in a world unified by the nature of the international market, its life 
depends, in the period while it is preparing for war, on the trade- 
relations it can organize. 

Japanese aggression in China was fed for years by the main 
democratic powers; thereby they gave vitality to a principle of 
social organization they professed to abhor. German rearmament, 
the dangers of which were an obvious commonplace, was partly 
financed, and wholly made possible, by the assistance of those it 
was set upon destroying. Even after Hitler had struck his felon’s 
blow at Czechoslovakia, Mr. Montagu Norman, with the assent of 
Viscount Simon, completed the obsequies of the Czech state by 
handing over to him its gold deposit in the Bank of International 
Settlements. Mr. Anthony Eden connived at the hypocrisy of non¬ 
intervention in Spain at a time when he must have been fully 
aware that Hitler and Mussolini were making the Civil War a dress 
rehearsal for the larger drama they proposed to stage; and, as late 
as January 5, 1942, in commenting upon his visit to the Soviet 
Union, he said with emphasis that he would not have been con¬ 
cerned with the destruction of Nazism if Hitler had confined his 
operations to the German people. Surely by this time, the principle 
of counter-re\olution has been applied upon a wide enough scale 
for its meaning to be clear to the Foreign Secretary in Mr. Churchill’s 
government ? 

The truth is that the principle ot counter-revolution is bound to 
appeal to any class in the situation of those responsible for experi- 
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menting with it. Partly, that is clearly seen in the emergence of 
Fascist groups in almost every country. Partly, also, it is seen in the 
methods, for example, of some of the great employers in the United 
States, with their private armies, their bombs and tear-gas, their 
professional thuggery, under-cover agents in the trade unions. Men 
like Governor Talmadgc in Georgia, or Mayor Hague in Jersey 
City, are already, no doubt on a small scale, seeking Fascist ends 
by Fascist methods. Most striking of all is the fact that, in June 1940, 
the defeated French government chose the pi .nciple of counter¬ 
revolution rather than experiment with the dynamic of democracy; 
and it is significant tKit the choice was made by the collaboration 
of Big Business, and the Service Chiefs, with Laval as the pro¬ 
spective, if pinchbeck, Hitler, weaving from the background the 
sinister threads of this tragic conspiracy. 

The drive to reaction, in short, becomes counter-revolution when 
an economic system is in the final phase of its decay. It requires 
two conditions for its emergence. It must find a situation, first, in 
which the traditional rulers are convinced that their vital privileges 
are in danger; and it must find one, second, in which there is no 
clear lead from those who challenged the existing order to which, 
in the given circumstances, the masses feel able to respond. Where 
these conditions obtain, men like Mussolini and Hitler will be able 
to cement an alliance with the forces of privilege while they speak 
to the confused masses in the accents of freedom. The effect of the 
alliance is to give them direct access to the state-power; while the 
absence of a clear lead means that the parties of the Left are separated 
from the masses, upon whom they rely for support, long before they 
are aware that their authority is undermined. Dr. Bruning’s use, 
for example, of Article 48 of the Weimar Constitution had prepared 
the way for Hitler’s advent to power long before cither the Socialists 
or the Communists in Germany had grasped the fatality of their 
position. 

No doubt, in a high degree, the emergence of these conditions 
upon the psychological atmosphere which military defeat or frus¬ 
tration engenders; the traditional rulers of Italy and Germany were 
discredited by failure. Their alliance with the outlaws enabled the 
counter-revolution to masquerade as revolution until its purposes 
were secure. It even enables the new regime to continue to speak 
in the accents of revolution without producing a general under¬ 
standing of the deception it has practised. For though, once it is 
safely in possession of the state-power, Fascism does not even attempt 
to change the class-relations of society, the large-scale introduction 
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of its legionaries into positions of authority gives the superficial 
appearance of the career open to the talents; and the realignment 
of economic forces it is compelled to undertake to complete its 
consolidation of power—for Fascism lives by the public works pro¬ 
gramme of rearmament until it is ready for war—gives, again, the 
superficial appearance of a control of privilege which is easily 
represented, especially abroad, as revolutionary innovation. It is 
not until the consolidation is complete that capitalism, in its Fascist 
phase, stands fully revealed as counter-revolution. 

That full revelation is accomplished when the power of the state 
has been reorganized as monolithic. It remakes the foundations of 
order to retain the claims of privilege. To do so, obviously, it must 
subordinate the entrepreneur-function to the needs of order; for 
the characteristic of capitalism in its Fascist phase is that its grow- 
ingly monopolistic character makes risk, experiment, freedom, the 
enemies of its central principle. This is the first great subordination 
it achieves; and it is worth noting that one of its effects is to disguise 
the inherently capitalist character of Fascism by the depth to which 
it relies upon state-action. For here we are largely deceived by the 
obsolete stereotype of capitalism which persists in our minds. We 
think of the concepts which shape its character in terms of categories 
whit h belong to its epoch of expansion, the impersonality of its 
institutions has, even yet, become so small a part of our mental 
climate that the economics of imperfect competition are still in 
their infancy, and we adjust ourselves only with an effort to the 
realization that freedom of contract can no longer operate in the 
conditions which produced the decision in the Mogul S eamship case 
in England 1 or Adair v. United States 2 in America. 

The monolithic character of power is necessary, further, to pre¬ 
vent the rise of the masses against the discovery that the counter¬ 
revolution has, in fact, no revolutionary prospects to offer them; 
it lequires, that is, a plan through the authority of which it has the 
power to crush all resistance to itself. The plan cannot be anything 
other than preparation for war, and, eventually, war itself; the 
hope, that is to say, of regaining by victory for the new leaders of 
the olil social forces the credit lost by the old leaders. And this plan, 
of course, has, for the new leaders, the immense merit of keeping 
the society they control in that state of tense emergency where, in 
any field directly relevant to their interests, the idea of the rule of 
law is inadmissible; for tense emergency can only be met by the 
application of extraordinary measures. 

1 (189a) A.C. 35. 


* 208 U.S. 161. 
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One other aspect of this monolithic power deserves a word. It is 
driven, I have argued, by its inner necessities to plan for war; it 
therefore assumes a quasi-collectivist character in which the state- 
power determines the ends to which the instruments of production 
are devoted. The essential status of privilege is unchanged; but the 
habits of accumulation, which were previously determined by 
innumerable private decisions become a matter of state determina¬ 
tion! The rate of interest and profit, the direction of investment, 
the channels of commercial intercourse, the ch racter of consump¬ 
tion—guns instead of butter—are all controlled by the state in the 
name of the overriding plan. It adapts capitalism, this is to say, to 
the conditions which safeguard the forces of privilege against revolt 
from within. It is true that this safeguard is purchased by the neces¬ 
sity of external war. It is true, also, that defeat in that war is bound 
to bring the whole edifice crashing in ruins. But, up to the moment 
of defeat, what Fascism achieves for capitalism which is threatened 
by social revolution is the organization of the conditions which 
delay its advent. More than this. The fact that technological con¬ 
ditions make the modern world-war totalitarian unites the inert 
mass to the conquerors by their dread of the price of defeat. No 
doubt the achievement is a gamble. I do not think anyone who 
has lived through the years since 1939 is likely to underestimate 
the degree to which it has approached success. 

IV 

The theory, therefore, which underlies the Fascist assault upon 
civilization is a simple one. The outlaws seek to maintain the frame¬ 
work of a decaying society by the transference of wealth from other 
nations to themselves; and they assume that victory in the war will 
give them a monopoly of armed power against those whom they 
thus reduce to economic peonage, and moral and intellectual 
slavery. There is no a priori reason to suppose that victory would 
not give them this power; the condition to which they have reduced 
nations like the Czechs, the Poles and the French, is sufficient 
evidence of it. There have been dark ages before in history; there 
is no logical reason why there should not be dark ages again. 

A system that is found wanting at a great crisis can always adapt 
itself to the needs of that crisis if its enemies are divided and it is 
reckless of the price it pays. The Roman Catholic Church met the 
challenge of the Reformation very much in this way. The Counter- 
Reformation was nothing so much as the successful adjustment of 
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those elements in Roman principles and organization without the 
sacrifice of which it would have been overwhelmed. Rome adapted 
itself to the demands of the new economic order of the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries slowly, no doubt, and painfully; the wars 
of religion, controversies like those between Jesuit and Jansenist in 
France, like that over religious toleration in England, are sufficient 
evidence of that. But it adjusted itself. And the method of adjust¬ 
ment was to give up what it was impossible to retain while concen¬ 
trating all its strength on the organization of the positions it was 
still possible to defend. Nor must we fail to note the degree to which 
its survival was due to the divisions among its enemies. 

The defeat of the Axis powers is a vital and essential stage in the 
defeat of the counter-revolution; it does not, of itself, automatically 
assure the fulfilment of the ends for which the common people in 
the United Nations have been asked to fight. This defeat is the 
provision of an opportunity; it is not an assurance that it will be 
used. And until we have given that assurance the form of an effective 
organization, the defeat of the Axis powers is a stage only in the 
defeat of the counter-revolution. It destroys an evil expression of 
its principles. It does not root out the principles themselves. 

This can, I think, be seen in two ways. It can be seen, first, by 
examining the special post-war situation in which, to take two 
examples orfly, Great Britain and the United States will find them¬ 
selves; and it can be seen by looking at the implications of the 
international s< cne which will confront us after the war. 

The relation of < apitalism to democracy will be as certainly the 
outstanding problems in post-war Britain and the United States as 
they were in the Germany of the Weimar Republic. The victory, 
no doubt, Will give a formal status of immense value to the Four 
Freedoms. But, over against the power of that formal status, the 
drive of other, and not less important, factors must be remembered. 

There is, first of all, the distribution of the incidence of the cost 
of victory, and the demand of the masses for a freedom that they 
see, above evervthing, in terms of economic security, and a greater 
equality in mateiial weltare. There is, secondly, the intensification 
which war-production has involved, of the tendency to concentrate 
ever gi eater economic control in a few hands; economic structures 
tend to beget tluir own political systems, and private monopoly 
tends rapidly to create that economics of scarcity which destroys 
the availability of political democracy. There is, thirdly, the growth 
of the centrifugal forces in the Imperial system, the emancipation 
of Australia, New Zealand, and, in a still greater degree, Canada, 



THE THREAT OF COUNTER-REVOLUTION 2~Jl 

from dependence upon the London money market, the exhibition 
of empire in decay in Malaya, Burma, and the West Indies, the 
necessity, however unpalatable, to recognize that India, in the post¬ 
war world, must be either free or ungovernable. Africa, no doubt, 
will, for a considerable period, provide the basis for secure invest¬ 
ment and unchallengeable control; but even in Africa there are 
immense stirrings. 

Nor must we forget that the very narrow gap which, in 1940, 
separated Britain from a defeat akin to that ot France, has done 
much to break the faith of the masses in the traditional claims of 
the ruling class. Thei' 1 scepticism has been strongly reinforced by 
the contrast between its massive errors and the not less massive 
successes of the Soviet Union. Psychologically, (he inherent prin¬ 
ciple of the Russian Revolution -planned production for community 
consumption—has been domesticated in the British worker’s mind, 
and, significantly, in the mind of the rank and file of the armed 
forces, by the harsh impact of war with a swiftness that is remark¬ 
able. The need is obvious for the renovation of basic British institu¬ 
tions, the Army, the Civil Service, the educational system, industrial 
leadership, Parliament and local government. No one can honestly 
say that they have shown cither the foresight or the flexibility 
which the crisis has demanded. This absence of foresight and 
flexibility raises the question, which is fundamental for any rdgime, 
of whether the scale of the renovation required is within the capacity 
of the system in the light of the economic foundations to which it 
is geared. For each of the institutions the renovation of which is 
called for is at the heart of the system of privileges we maintain, 
It is difficult to see how the renovation can be achieved without the 
surrender, at least in large part, of the basis upon which that system 
of privileges rests. 

For that surrender implies a change of heart in the ruling class 
of Britain which is one of the rarest qualities a ruling class is ready 
to display. Such a change of heart is associated, historically, with 
the expansion of an economic system which has followed on the rise 
of a new class to power. Capitalist democracy in Britain has no 
longer, in its present form, the prospect of discovering those con¬ 
ditions. It has therefore either rapidly to reorganize its relations of 
production in order to resume expansion, or to confront the growth 
of those conditions which lead to the rise of counter-revolution. 
So far, no steps have been taken towards that reorganization. 
Though the degree of state-intervention is profound, it has left 
wholly unresolved, indeed largely undiscussed, the supreme issues 
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of whether it is to continue into the peace, and, if it is to continue, 
to what ends it will be devoted. All the essential instruments of 
production remain in private hands; the whole system is still based 
upon the principle of production for private profit; and, if anything, 
monopolistic enterprise will be in a stronger position after the war 
than before it. The question whether, once the Axis Powers have 
been defeated, the forces of privilege in Britain will co-operate 
with the workers by hand and brain sufficiently to enable the great 
ends of life to be held in common permits of no assured reply. And 
that question will have to be answered at a time when the removal 
of the direct threat of external danger will not only, on all experi¬ 
ence, erode the high mood of exaltation and sacrifice which it bred, 
but tend to make the treasured securities of the past, rather than 
the unknown risks of the future, the source in which the governing 
class of Britain will seek its principles for the new epoch. 

“Traditional” Britain passed into history on September 3, 1939. 
To transform it so that it does not involve profound frustration for 
the masses means, I repeat, not only large-scale reforms in almost 
every department of the national life, but, also, the sacrifice of 
vested interests which were the spinal-column of “traditional” 
Britain. It is possible to imagine arrival at terms of accommodation 
with those interests if advantage were taken of the mood of experi¬ 
ment the war has bred in so many people in so many classes. We 
might then see the provision, before the war is over, of some at least 
of the bridgeheads we shall require to reach the new Britain. That 
is how a nation wins hope, for, with hope, it buys time. 

But it is not the policy of Mr. Churchill and his colleagues to 
provide those bridgeheads. On the contrary, it rather seems to 
envisage the conscious postponement of any issue deemed “contro¬ 
versial” until victory is won; and a “controversial” issue is held to 
be any issue by which parties were deeply divided before the war. 
This means, if this policy be maintained, that the relations of pro¬ 
duction are to remain unchanged until peace comes, and that 
accordingly, one of the instruments required for social change on 
a large scale, will be at the national disposal for agreed purposes. 
With the main drive to unity of outlook and interest withdrawn 
we shall then have to find, if we can, the means to agreement about 
fundamental differences in the realm where such differences most 
easily breed conflict. 

Frankly, I do not find it easy to believe that, in such circum¬ 
stances, the means to agreement will be readily forthcoming. I 
know that the roots of our democratic tradition lie deep. I am 
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aware that no nation has a longer capacity than ours for com¬ 
promise. I admit that the British impulse for “fair play” has, with 
us, something like the status of a moral principle, and that we shall 
approach the search for agreement with victory behind us. But the 
abyss to be bridged between classes will be wider than at any time 
since the Chartist Movement. It is not an abyss that can be spanned 
by a bridge of great perorations. It will not be conjured away by 
rhetorical appeals for the maintenance of unitv in the face of grave 
problems, for, with peace, the drive of our political system is bound 
to be towards emphasis on the deferences between men’s interests, 
and not on their identities; that is the normal purpose of our poli¬ 
tical system in its classic shape. Each group in the community will 
remember the sacrifices it made for victory; and each will view 
with intense resentment the pica for further sacrifices behind which 
there is none of the dramatic compulsion of the period of danger. 
Each will begin to examine with suspicion and disfavour the expec¬ 
tations of the others, the postulates of action upon which those 
expectations are based. The difficulties inherent in the transition to 
a peace-economy, the problems of demobilization, of the return 
from evacuation, of the principles upon which Britain is to be 
rebuilt, will be exacerbated; and because wc shall not have laid 
the foundations of hope, time will not be a weapon we can com¬ 
mand. The fear of insecurity will be the main shadow over every¬ 
one’s life. Where the source of insecurity in a nation is internal, 
and not external, a privileged class approaches that frontier where 
fear and blind anger begin to play with the idea of counter¬ 
revolution. 

Our duty, at any rate, is to face the fact that this is the kind of 
situation when social peace hangs by a very slender thread. We 
gain nothing by urging that such a mood is unthinkable in this 
country. The triumph of 1918 provoked the massive disillusion of 
the inter-war years; and, if we are honest, we must admit that it 
bred among considerable numbers of the governing class that 
sympathy for the counter-revolution which received continuous and 
significant expression in the years of appeasement. It is at least 
possible that a refusal on the part of the Churchill government to 
find the new basis upon which, when peace comes, expanding 
welfare can be organized means a drift more rapid and more wide¬ 
spread than we can now imagine away from the acceptance of 
democratic procedures as normal. 

Constitutionalism, after all, is a doctrine of which we ought to 
have learned the inherent fragility; its preservation depends very 
s 
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largely upon the ability of men to agree upon its objectives. A 
situation may easily arise when, for example, the forces of the 
under-privileged are not powerful enough, or united enough, to 
secure the control of the state, but when their purposes differ so 
widely from ends that the forces of privilege can approve that 
neither is prepared to accept the measures of the other. Or a Left 
government in office may discover that social reform can only 
be purchased, given the present relations of production, at the 
expense of the confidence of those who guard the inner citadel of 
economic power. Or a Right government in office may, as in 1928, 
pursue a deflationary policy in that national interest which it is so 
easily tempted to identify with its ability to command the applause 
of the rentier class. Any of these is a situation in which the impulse 
to counter-revolution becomes strong. The fears of the propertied 
class, angry disillusion in the trade unions, the presence amongst 
us of a large middle class with no clear political convictions, these 
are the elements which, in an epoch of frustration, make for the 
emergence of the idea of counter-revolution. Like its prototypes on 
the Continent, it will find no difficulty in building private relations 
which contradict its public professions. Like them, also, whatever 
those professions, its real purpose will be to destroy political demo¬ 
cracy in the interest of a capitalism no longer able to expand. 

My argument docs not presuppose either the success or failure 
of a counter-revolution in Britain; it assumes only that if we allow 
the conditions to develop in which there is no other way in which 
privilege can protect its interests, the drift to counter-revolution will 
be inevitable. It may well be that the British Labour movement 
will prove tougher than its neighbours in Italy and Germany. It 
may even be that the power of Fascist principles over middle opinion 
in Britain will prove smaller than it did in those countries. Neither 
fact alters the position that when the interests of capitalism contra¬ 
dict the interests of the masses, the natural evil of counter-revolution 
is prcpaied, and that, historically, the seed which finds its natural 
soil tends to spring into life. What \vc have to remember is that 
once a counter-revolutionary movement has assumed serious pro¬ 
portions, it becomes impossible to maintain the classic democratic 
procedures. That is the unmistakable lesson of Italy and Germany. 

For democratic procedures are built upon the existence not only 
of the right of opposition, but of the right of those in opposition 
peacefully to become the government. That right is only maintained 
by the power of men to hold the great ends of life in common 
And the very emergence of a Fascist party means the decay of that 
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power. It proves the existence of crisis and emergency; it means that 
the traditional hold of unity and order is going. And if unity and 
order are threatened in their democratic context—which is what 
Fascism really means—then we are left with the choice of remaking 
them either by revolution or by counter-revolution. We are 
faced, in short, by the prospect of a \ iolent upheaval which may 
well render abortive the victory we shall have won. For violent up¬ 
heaval is bound to deny freedom and democrat until the rulers of 
society judge that they may safely transform the processes of coer¬ 
cion into processes of consent. Where the counter-revolutionaries 
succeed, that transformation is, a priori ruled out, because it would 
be fatal to the principle by which they live; that has been the 
experience of every counter-revolution. Nor is it easy even when the 
revolutionaries are successful It is worth remembering that, despite 
its immense achievements, a whole generation has not sufficed for 
the Soviet Union to complete the transition from the one to the 
other. 

It is worth while to remind ourselves, from this angle, of the 
internal situation which the United States will confront at the end 
of this war. Its ruling class is not only more powerful, it is, also, 
more hostile to fundamental change, than any other in the Western 
democracies. With victory, the productive capacity of the United 
Slates will be greater than at any previous period; but only a pro¬ 
found change in the relations of production will enable that pro¬ 
ductive capacity to be used for the common benefit. Even the 
immense demands of a war economy still leaves America with some 
millions of migratory labourers on its hands to whom the Four 
Freedoms are largely devoid of meaning. 1 The history of the New 
Deal up to 1940 was already an ominous indication that the forces 
of privilege in America were prepared tenaciously to defend every 
position they occupied; there were many Americans who, up to 
Pearl Harbour itself, were uncertain whether Mr. Roosevelt or 
Adolf Hitler was their major enemy. Even after American entrance 
into the war, the history of aluminium, of synthetic rubber, of the 
revelations of Mr. Thurman Arnold, the Assistant Attorney-General 
of the United States, of the practices of great corporations like, for 
example, the General Electric Company, 2 the effort ot Mr. Ford to 
prevent the development of an adequate housing policy in the 
Detroit area, showed that the power of what Bcntham called 

1 America's Own Refugees. By H. H. Collim (1942). 

* The columns of the New Republic and the Nation during the first six months 
of 1942 provide an interesting commentary on this experience. 



276 REFLECTIONS ON THE REVOLUTION OF OUR TIME 

“sinister interest” remained impressive. The suffrages of ordinary 
people might keep Mr. Roosevelt in the White House; but it is not 
an exaggeration to say that his ability to carry out the economic 
programme victory required depended upon the co-operation of 
forces profoundly hostile to the main social purposes for which he 
stood. Very largely, he had to secure co-operation on their terms, 
and these meant, to put it bluntly, that New Deal principles went 
into cold storage for the duration of the war. 

The American situation is, no doubt, complicated by the fact 
that the emergence of the positive state is so new in its history. 
The social consciousness of many of its most powerful elements has 
not yet adapted itself to the logic of the positive state. Its political 
leaders, Mr. Hoover, for example, and its industrial leaders, labour 
hardly less than in finance and manufacturing, still think in terms 
of the frontier civilization which ended at least by the beginning 
of this century. It is not, indeed, an exaggeration to say that it is 
the main assumption of the most powerful interests in the United 
States that, as President Hadley once put it, “the forces of democracy, 
on one side, divided between the executive and the legislature, are 
set over against the forces of democracy on the other side, with the 
judiciary as arbiter between them. ... It has allowed the experi¬ 
ment of universal suffrage to be tried under conditions essentially 
different from those which led to its ruin in Athens and Rome, 
The voter was omnipotent—within a limited area. He could make 
what laws he pleased, as long as those laws did not trench upon 
property-right. He could elect what officers he pleased, as long as 
those officers did not try to do certain duties confided by the 
Constitution to the property-holders.” 

This is, in effect, the Hamiltonian theory of the American con¬ 
stitution. Undei lying it is an assumed equation between wealth and 
political power. Madison never concealed his view that the basis of 
authority ought to be a stake in the country; and his whole scheme 
of thought implied an economics of permanent scarcity. “It is a lot 
of humanity,” he wrote, “that of diis surplus [the landless labourers] 
a large proportion is necessarily reduced by a competition for 
employment to wages which afford them the bare necessaries of 
life, l'he proportion being without property, or the hope of acquiring 
it, cannot be expected to sympathize sufficiently with its rights to 
be safe depositaries of power over them.” The inference from 
Madison's argument was drawn by Webster a generation later. 
Where property is concentrated in a few hands, he thought, and 
the masses are poor and dependent, “popular power must break in 
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upon the rights of property, or else the influence of property must 
limit and control the exercise of popular power. . . . The holders 
of estates would be obliged in such case, either in some way to 
restrain the right of suffrage, or else such right of suffrage would 
ere long divide the property.” 

This is still, in effect, the mental climate in which privileged 
America has faith. No doubt it has always encountered the great 
Jeffersonian tradition which, in their different ways, men like 
Channing and Emerson, Lincoln and Fran' lin Roosevelt have 
sought to maintain. But, so far, only the emotion of great crisis has 
made possible any considerable period of office for tiiat Jeffersonian 
tradition, and it has come to terms with the Hamiltonian view 
because of the power of America to overcome depression. The 
peiiod from 1933 is the first in which it became obvious that this 
power no longer possessed its former elasticity. After seven years of 
the New Deal, with its great experiments, and immense public 
expenditures, there were still millions of unemployed in the United 
States, the concentration of economic control proceeded rapidly, 
alike in industry and agriculture, and a great propoi lion of American 
productive capacity remained unused for l.ick of effective demand. 
With victory, each of these problems will impose itself with new 
intensity. America will confront a choice between impel ialism, that 
Caesarism Webster foresaw as the outcome of the clash between 
property and suffrage, and a renovation of its democratic tradition 
which will depend upon the organization of profound changes in 
its relations of production. I must add that, if its choice be Caesarism 
—a pseudonym for counter-revolution the movement towards 
imperialist habits in America will be swift. A population, like that 
of the United States, will only accept the discipline counter¬ 
revolution requires if it can show a speedy result in terms of 
expanding welfare. 

• All this may be put m general terms before we turn to its inter¬ 
national implications. The Soviet Union apart, the capitalist 
foundation of our society is practically, though at different levels, 
a universal phenomenon. That foundation is no longer able to 
supply the expanding welfare its democratic context involves. The 
danger is therefore great that it will seek to destroy its democratic 
context, for there is no capitalist society in which the material is 
not present capable of being organized for counter-revolution. The 
present war has suspended that capacity mainly because it has 
directed men’s minds to the things they have in common and away 
from the things by which they are divided. When the national 
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existence is threatened by a common enemy, the hold of the things 
a nation has in common is always, in the absence of defeat, tem¬ 
porarily more powerful than any other factor. 

But it must be noted that the v/ar suspends the capacity; it does 
not solve the problems it implies. On the contrary, in the absence 
of foresight, it may give th,at capacity new energy if it is released 
by the coming of peace. For war enormously enlarges the authority 
and ambit of the state-power; and it is this enlarged power that 
the forces of counter-revolution require in order to fulfil themselves. 
Crisis government, whether in peace or war, changes the balance 
of authority in a democratic system from the electorate and the 
legislature to the executive; where the forces of counter-revplution 
are strong and determined, executive direction becomes, with un¬ 
happy facility, the prelude to Fascism; that is the lesson, above all, 
ol the transition from limning to Hitler. And nothing so tends to 
destroy the democratic controls which permit the strong executive 
power to be compatible with freedo^n as the situation where men 
of properly are in a panic. Nothing, moreover, so tends to throw 
them into a panic as the need to improvise hastily great measures 
of < hange which they are not prepared to sanction as necessary, 
above all when such measures seem to them unrelated to a great 
purpose. At this stage, anyone who promises order to them on the 
old terms se< ms something like a saviour. This is the moment when 
tin' outlaw, like Hitler or Mussolini, has his opportunity. It is, 
therefore, a net essary part of the task of winning the war to obviate, 
if we can, the need tor su< h improvisation. It is the essential safe¬ 
guard against the giave danger that ue win only to put in hazard 
all the possible benefits of \n_tory. 


V 

Now heir is this mote plain than m the international relations of 
Biitain and the U.S S R. The problem of each government is 
not merely to i o-operate v\ith one another, and with their allies, in 
the pel iod of ((million danger; it is a bo to build the permanent 
lush for co-operation at the moment when the transcendent aim 
"huh unites them gives to that task a proportionate emotional 
support. The emotional suppoit does not last; that is painfully clear 
Irom the pnu eedings .it Versailles in 1919. Permanent co-operation 
depends upon an equal interest in its results. Unless we begin to 
build the conditions which make for that equal interest, it will not 
U- eas\ to secure permanent co-operation. 
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It may be said that the Anglo-Russian treaty is valid for twenty 
years after the victory. But it is no use concealing from ourselves 
the fact that those twenty years will see great changes, and that 
the wills of the signatories will adapt themselves to what effect those 
changes have upon their interests. A Britain which can afford 
friendship with Russia will honour the terms of the treaty, as a 
Russia will do which does not feel that British foreign policy 
jeopardizes her security. But otherwise? It is, after all, the primary 
lesson of the years of appeasement that we int< i pret our obligations 
in terms of our interests, as we see them at the moment when the 
obligation falls due. The meaning of a treaty is not something static 
and objective; it is the whole dynamic which gives that moment its 
character that will determine then what the treaty means, on both 
sides. If Russia then seems by its habits as great a challenge to 
interests which Britain proposes to maintain, we shall find ways out 
of the clauses of the Treaty, as we found ways out of fulfilling our 
international obligations to the constitutional government of Spain 
during its Civil War. And the same is true on the Russian side. 
Interest enabled the Soviet Union to take one view of the govern¬ 
ment of Finland in 1936 and a very different view in 1939. There 
is no reason to suppose that the Anglo-Russian treaty of 1942 will 
have a history set by other considerations. 

Even more is this likely to be the case in Russo-American relations. 
It is significant that recognition, even, was not accorded the Bol¬ 
shevik state until the crisis of the Depression brought a New Deal 
President into office. Though the Anglo-Russian Treaty has the 
warm approval of President Roosevelt, it is not flanked by a Russo- 
American Treaty mainly because American distrust of communism 
makes it at least uncertain whether the necessary majority for its 
confirmation could be obtained in the Senate. Even the trade 
unions in the United States share this distrust; the American 
Federation of Labour has refused to join the Anglo-Russian Trade 
Union Council. It is, I think, legitimate to conclude that an America 
which continues progressive in policy will find it relatively easy to 
continue collaboration with Bolshevik Russia. But an America 
which returned to the atmosphere of action in which, as under 
Harding and Coolidge, the White House was an annexe of Wall 
Street would find that collaboration difficult in the degree that the 
socialist experiment in Russia was successful. For exactly as, before 
the war, Bolshevism was regarded as a challenge to the capitalist 
way of life, so it will be regarded as a challenge after the war against 
which the interests which feel themseKes threatened will take pre- 
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cautions. The same, no doubt, will be true from the Russian side 
also; the German attack is, after all, the drive of counter-revolution 
to destroy the chief source of revolutionary ideas. With the defeat 
of Hitler, an America dominated by Big Business would rapidly 
become the chief patron of counter-revolution, and, thereby, the 
author of a policy necessarily hostile to the world-objectives it must 
be the purpose of a socialist Russia to promote. 

Security, in a word, is possible as between great nations that are 
like-minded in aim; but there can be no like-mindedness of aim 
between great nations which seek antithetic economic ends. This is 
the more certainly the c ase because the habits of capitalism in 
contraction are bound, as we have seen in the last generation, to 
become increasingly imperialist. To safeguard themselves they are 
bound, where they have the power, to bring under their influence 
the smaller peoples who c annot stand alone. For those peoples are, 
as it were, the psyc hological frontiers which they seek to interpose 
between their own power to maintain themselves and the challenge 
to which a system in expansion exposes them. The notion that 
effective and continuous co-operation is possible on these terms is 
as foolish as to expect it between the Roman Catholic Church and 
the Nonconformist Ghurches. Even where they use a similar 
language, it will be lound, on a close scrutiny, that they attach 
different meanings to the woids. 

And already, be fore the- issue of victory has been decided, one 
can see in the* stresses and strains of policy among the United 
Nations the- mamruues within each of them of the different interests 
for position m the post-war woild. Thai emerges with striking 
clarity in the* confusion which surrounds our propaganda both to 
enemy and oc < upied countries, as well as to the few remaining 
neutrals. \\ c want to incite* the people of the Axis Powers to revolt 
against their go\ ei nments; but we do not want the revolt to assume 
a communist shape. We want them to revolt, but, military defeat 
apart, the* main incitement to revolt depends upon our ability to 
pledge them a future le^s giim, after defeat, than they have been 
led by their itilers to expect from us. But to make that pledge 
which, if it is to be believed, must be authoritative and specific, 
there must be* agicement upon the policy of which it is the expression-; 
and their is no such agreement because the vested interests within, 
and between, each of the United Nations prevent it from being 
made. We cannot speak, for instance, of the future of the Baltic 
States, since Russia has a v iew of that future which the American 
government has not accepted. We know that a free Poland will be 
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brought into being; but of its relations to the corridor, to Hungary, 
and to Russia we can be neither authoritative nor specific. Russia 
urges sabotage and guerilla warfare upon Czechoslovakia at the 
same time as we advise the Czechs not to act until the word is given. 
The implications of our propaganda to Spain are rarely on all fours 
with that to France; since the Germans point out the discrepancies 
to the Spaniards it is we who suffer from the difference. 

It seems tautologous to say that propaganda depends upon who 
are the propagandists; yet this is a matter of real importance. What 
we say, for instance, to Germans in our effort to provoke resistance 
to Hitlerism among: t them depends, in large measure, upon the 
view we hold of the nature of this war, on the one hand, and our 
judgment of German behaviour and its possibilities on the other. 
If, as I have argued in this book, we believe Hitlerism to be counter¬ 
revolution, then our propagandist methods must be, above all, an 
appeal to the forces in Germany which, at the appropriate moment, 
are capable of revolutionary action. Those forces are the working- 
class forces, in particular; the time for a middle-class revolution in 
Germany has passed away. But if we are to appeal to the German 
workers, the best form that appeal can take is the proof, in our own 
society, of our capacity to do justice to the interests of our own 
workers. That proof lies in the statute and not in the promise; as 
Mr. Howard Smith has said, 1 a deed, like the nationalization of 
the armaments industry, is worth a hundred speeches, even from 
the most eminent of statesmen, on the need to substitute butter for 
guns in the future. But, if we do not believe that Hitlerism is 
counter-revolution, and regard this war as simply a phase in the 
history of the struggle for the balance of power, propaganda for 
revolution in Germany has little meaning. What produces, quite 
certainly, the minimum effect is propaganda which reveals that we 
have no clear view of the nature of this war. 

And it is certainly of very little use to appeal to Germans if our 
view of their behaviour is built upon the doctrine that has come to 
be known as “Vansittartism.” For, obviously, if we assume that all 
Germans are Nazis, are, therefore, brutal, corrupt, and amoral, the 
same type as the outlaws who have become their leaders; if, further, 
we think that ordinary Germans accept as legitimate the German 
Army’s behaviour, for example, to Czechoslovakia and Poland, that 
all Germans have an inexhaustible lust for world-dominion, that 
they believe in the ignorant and arrogant racialism of Hitler and 
Rosenberg, it is surely evident that no propaganda to Germany is 
1 Last Train from Berlin (1942), especially the last chapter. 
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likely to have any effect save that built upon our ability to strike 
terror into them. And this means that, after their defeat, we must 
impose the terror we threaten, for nothing could be worse in its 
ultimate results than to threaten a nation made up of Nazis by 
nature with penalties we lack the courage to impose. This policy 
confronts the three difficulties, first, that the terrorization, over any 
considerable period, of eighty million people is a fairly large under¬ 
taking ; second, that the policy is contradicted by the main assump¬ 
tions which underlie Russian propaganda to Germans; and, third, 
that a government which practises a policy of terror abroad creates 
thereby the habit of mind which is ready to practise the same policy 
at home. 

It surely becomes evident, as this situation is analysed in all its 
implications that the use to which we put our victory is conditioned 
by the philosophy for which we wage the war. If we wage it without 
a philosophy, as simply a threatened group of nations resisting 
slavery, the conflict of interests within the group means that its 
unity is unlikely to persist after the threat has been overcome. If 
we seek to wage it as a war of ideas, then the purpose of victory 
must be such a pattern of international relations as will enable 
unity for survival to be extended into unity for peace. The only 
philosophy which seems to offer the prospect that this unity will 
endure is one that, translated into action, creates the necessary 
conditions for international economic expansion. Such a philosophy 
is bound to be revolutionary in character. Its central problem then 
becomes that of the methods and speed with which it is given 
application. 


VI 

We can fight the counter-revolution successfully if we fight it 
with a revolutionary idea; but nothing less than this idea will 
suffice if our victory is to be a creative one. No doubt those peoples 
which have already known ficedom will resist with all their power 
the assault of Nazism. That has been demonstrated beyond the 
need for discussion not only by ourselves and the Russians; it has 
been proved by the inability of Hitler and his allies to secure the 
effective co-operation of any European people. In one sense, per¬ 
haps, it has been proved most strikingly by the Filipinos, for, with 
them, the promise of freedom was enough to evoke courage and 
endurance in the face of powei that might well have intimidated 
men who did not know the significance of freedom. 
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But there is evidence that vve have not yet learned the significance 
of the revolutionary idea as the vital weapon in our armoury. That 
evidence comes from two sources. In part, it is an obvious inference 
from the British collapse in the Far East; in part it is a conclusion 
which may, I think, be legitimately derived from the ebb and flow 
of our own war-effort. 

The evidence is overwhelming that, in the Far East, the native 
populations watched the defeat of the British with something like 
indifference; and it is impossible not to contras 1 their attitude with 
that of the Filipinos to the United States. In India there is the grave 
spectacle of men like lawarnahal Nehiu, whose hatred of Fascism 
requires no proof, willing to take steps of which the logical outcome 
might well be a Fascist victory. It is impossible not to explain this 
indifference in terms of the failure of British imperialism to see that 
it had outlived its claims. It was associated in the minds of those 
in whom it produced this indifference w r ith a racial arrogance 
which they did not distinguish from that of its enemies, and an 
economic exploitation which, whatever the rationalizations by 
which it was explained, still, at the end, remained exploitation. 
Whether in Malaya or Burma or India, British statesmen handled 
the problems they confronted with a wooden unimaginativcncss for 
which no condemnation can be too strong. 

For, I repeat, there, as in Europe, they weic fighting the counter¬ 
revolution; and they lacked the insight to understand that they 
needed the formula of freedom to fight it on equal terms. They did 
not seek the aid of the Chinese in Singapore until the Japanese 
assault was almost launched. When they refused the Burmese request 
for Dominion status after the war they were bound to create the 
conviction that they proposed to retain in their own hands the 
effective reality of power. And even if one grants the complexity of 
the Indian issue, their approach to its handling had about it a 
massive futility which gave good ieason to their critics for doubt of 
whether they understood the nature of the war in which they were 
involved. They gave too little; what little they gave, they offered 
too late; and when their offer failed to elicit the enthusiasm to 
which they felt themselves entitled, they took their stand upon a 
dead prestige with a self-righteous alacrity which made it at least 
open to suspicion whether they were not relieved at their failure. 

Let us remember that they took India into the war without even 
the pretence of consultation and by a unilateral act from Whitehall. 
The resignation of the Congress Party governments in the Provinces 
produced, no doubt, a series of petty concessions the futile character 
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of which evoked continuous protest from the Labour Party. There 
was no really profound effort, until the actual entrance of Japan 
into the war, either effectively to mobilize for the war-effort the 
resources of India in men and in material, or to awaken the faith 
of the Indian masses in the good faith behind the British cause. 
Indians were admitted to the ante-rooms of power, as when the 
Viceroy’s Council was enlarged, and an advisory body on defence 
created; an elfective share in the leality of power was withheld. 
All the old arguments were trotted out. Indians were not united, 
the Congress Paity was not representative, constitutional change 
was impossible in wartime. The British government even had the 
bad taste to congratulate itself on the loyalty and generosity of the 
Indian princes; though there can hardly have been a Minister who 
was not aware that not half a dozen of the princes were fit to occupy 
their thrones, that few of them were safe but for the support of the 
British Government, and that most of their generosity was paid for 
from the pockets of their subjects. Until Sir Stafford Cripps took 
out his offer to India in the spring of 1942, it is impossible to feel 
that any serious effort had been made in Britain to reach an 
accommodation with India. And it is impossible not to feel that the 
impulse to the Cripps mission derived less from an inheicnt belief 
in its desirability than fiom the proximity of the Japanese threat, 
on the one hand, and the criticism of British allies, especially in 
the United States, 011 the other. 

The failure of the Cripps mission is one of the major tragedies 
of tins war, the more so because there were clearly moments when 
it w.is on the very edge of success. What, I think, is significant in 
its faihue Inis two sides to it, though perhaps both of them are 
referable to the same piincrple. I he first side is the inability of the 
British Government to realize that only a truly national government 
in India could mobilize the necessary depth of popular conviction 
that the defeat of Japan was necessary to India not less than to 
Britain, and that the ersatz-national character of a Viceroy’s 
Count il whose membeis, however distinguished, were, with one 
exception, officials who symbolized nothing in the national life, 
could not evoke the temper appropriate to the emergency. The 
second side was the absence of any serious effort on the part of the 
lh ltish Govei nment to overcome the consequences of Sir Stafford 
Ciipps’ failui e. One may feel, as I do, that the Congress Party’s 
tlueat of civil disobedience was a grave error incapable of justifi¬ 
cation while remaining convinced that the speed with which the 
repression of the Congress Party was undertaken, without even an 
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attempt to explore the meaning of the Congress demands, was 
evidence of a certain relief in Whitehall that the historic outlines 
of Indian administration remained unchanged. Certainly the state¬ 
ment of Mr. Churchill on the Indian situation on September io, 
1942, was above all remarkable for the eagerness with which he 
widened the abyss between the Congress Party and the British 
Government at a moment when almost every non-Congress Indian 
outside the leadership of the Moslem league was seeking to bridge 
that abyss. 

Two reflections upon the British position in India are inescapable. 
The first is that, in both the material and in the intellectual realms, 
Indians have made less progress in a century and a half of British 
rule than the one-time subject nationalities of the Soviet Union 
have made in twenty-five years. The second is that at a time when 
the peoples of the Far East, above all the Chinese people, have 
made it evident that the terms of their relations with Europe and 
America must be those of equal collaboration and not of subordi¬ 
nation, it is pitiful to sec that the British Government remains 
unable to adjust itself to this position. For that is the real meaning 
of its acceptance of Sir Stafford Cripps’ failure. It has lacked the 
audacity to force upon the Indian communities the experiment for 
which the times have called aloud when that audacity was its 
supreme weapon against its enemies. The blindness of prestige, the 
arrogance of a ruling race, the fear of economic loss, all these have 
played their part in that acceptance. For even if one grants the 
reality of the divisions in Indian life, it remains true that great 
statesmanship could have compelled their transcendence, and that 
they have been consistently envisaged in exaggerated proportions 
by interests which did not in their inner hearts desire that they 
should be overcome. Mr. Churchill congratulates himself on the 
failure of the Congress Party’s demands to influence the attitude of 
the “martial” races; but that only reveals Mr. Churchill’s ignorance 
of the fact that the division of India into the so-called “martial” 
and “non-martial” races is the outcome of a deliberate British 
policy adopted, after the Mutiny of 1857, to secure the foundations 
of British power. He speaks of the Congress Parly as the creature 
of Indian business interests; yet no one knows better than he that 
this description is no more valid in relation to its leadership, to Mr. 
Gandhi, or Pandit Nehru, or Dr. Azad, than it is of his own leader¬ 
ship in the Conservative Party. His government approaches one of 
the supreme psychological issues of the war in a temper which 
largely fails to grasp either its nature or the opportunity it presents. 



286 REFLECTIONS ON THE REVOLUTION OF OUR TIME 

For it is certain that a free India which took its full place, of its 
own choice, among the United Nations would bring a strength to 
their cause which nothing can make available while a Britain which 
fights for freedom and democracy keeps Gandhi and Nehru in jail. 

Counter-revolution can only be fought with revolutionary means; 
it is never destroyed by a policy which is excessively tender to 
tradition. The result of our policy in the Far East is not a doubtful 
one. A revolution is in progress there which we may well delay but 
arc powerless to prevent. It is an essential element in that world- 
movement of which this war itself is one expression. To seek, as we 
are doing, to arrest its fulfilment is to put ourselves, in this theatre 
of operations, on the side of counter-revolution. We are then in the 
contradictory position of fighting a counter-revolution in Europe 
the interests of which we are objectively promoting in Asia. That 
contradiction not merely weakens our power to win in Europe. It 
has the not less disastrous result of making it certain that, when 
Hitlerism is overthrown, we shall be pursuing an Indian policy 
which appears counter-revolutionary to those upon whom, mainly, 
it is imposed. We shall be the exponents of a “law and order” 
hostile to the expansion of which Asiatic economic life stands in 
such grave need; and our exposition will involve us at least in 
Amritsars, and, conceivably, m tragedies even worse than Amritsar. 
That will be because we shall not have made the choice, which is 
even yet open to us, of co-operating with a future from whose 
implications we cannot escape while the chant e of co-operation is 
given to us. 

It is not an answer to say either that the demands we confront 
arc impossible or that they are made at an impossible time. For 
their essence is a t laim to self-government the principle of which 
we have conceded; and vve are ourselves largely responsible for the 
difficulty of the time at which it has been made. For in the inter¬ 
war years the chive behind the Indian nationalist movement ought 
to have made it clear to every liberal mind that no policy could 
hope- for permanence which sought to ictain the keys of Indian 
power in London Oni attempts in these years at a partial solution 
never convinced those to whom they weie offered; on the contrary, 
thev succeeded only in persuading them that we would not, if we 
could, surrender the substance of authority. Anyone who examines 
the Government of India Act of 1933, and the discussions which 
accompanied its passage in Britain and India, can have no real 
doubt upon this head; it is we, and not the Indians, who empha- 
si/.ed the generosity of its terms We noted the large powers it 
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granted; Indians noted the still larger powers it withheld. We 
remarked upon the magnitude of the experiment it initiated; poli¬ 
tically conscious Indians remarked upon the disproportion between 
their expectation and our response. 

When the war came in 1939 we were, for all effective purposes, a 
counter-revolutionary power in the Far East. Setting out, as we 
did, .to destroy the Counter-Revolution in Europe, there was an 
acid test of our ability to embark with full sincerity upon that task; 
that test was our capacity to win the co-operativm of India for our 
cause by its free choice. Partly, the test was one of for m; the choice 
of war or peace ought to have been left to the unfettered discretion 
of the Central Legislature in India. Instead, by a piece of graceless 
clumsiness which revealed the incapacity of our rulers to set the 
war in its true context, the choice was made for India without 
consultation by British decision. I do not need to emphasize the 
folly of that procedure; it is set out in a document of the Congress 
Party—it is said fiom the hand of Pandit Nehru—which is likely to 
remain one of the historic pronouncements of this war. 1 

But we were given, as nations are rarely given, a second chance. 
If we committed a bad blunder in method, at least we could correct 
that blunder in substance. We could show the whole world, our 
enemies not less than our friends, that we understood the nature of 
this war, as its drama began to unfold itself, by arriving at a settle¬ 
ment with India which set us by our deliberate choice on the side 
of the future. From 1939 to the spring of 1942, we offered a series 
of niggardly concessions which did not command any general 
approval even from our own citizens. When, at long last, circum¬ 
stances compelled the British Government to face the Indian 
problem at a new level, there was missing from its attitude that 
grasp of the psychological background in which the evolving 
dynamic of history had set it. Sir Stafford Cripps made a brave 
effort to succeed. But he was handicapped by three things. The 
time-factor was against him; the rigidity of his instructions prevented 
that elasticity of manoeuvre which a negotiator in his position 
required while it safeguarded every vested interest, both in India 
and Britain, which feared a change in the traditional relations; 
and he was acting in collaboration with colleagues some of whom, 
at least, were afraid of the consequences of his success. The high 
hopes his mission had aroused served only to embitter the situation 
created by his failure. By the autumn of 1942 it looked as though 
Great Britain would be defending against Japanese aggression an 

1 Printed in 1939 by the India League of London as a pamphlet. 
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India which doubted the good faith of that defence. We had the 
right, I think, to affirm that some part, at feast, of that doubt was 
of deliberate Indian manufacture. But we had not the right to deny 
that, in major part, it was due to a lack in ourselves of the courage 
and the energy of mind which the problem called for. That lack 
maintained us in a relation to the forces of freedom in India which 
struck at the root of our declared purposes in this war. Thereby, it 
is bound to endanger, if it continues, not only the ends we ourselves 
seek to serve, but the whole pattern of freedom in the post-war 
world. For there is no lesson in history more clear than the lesson 
that a nation cannot :erve the cause of freedom with its whole 
heart if it denies that cause out of a fear of the risks that freedom 
involves. 


VII 

The vital need, in fact, in any conflict like that in which we 
fight is to bo certain that its central idea penetrates every nook and 
cranny of our war-effort. Faith in the claims of freedom must have 
something like a religious intensity not only in the minds of our 
leaders, but in the minds, too, of those whom they lead. Men 
cannot destroy the counter-revolution if some part of them gives 
allegiance to its principles. Our gravest danger is the very real one 
that in the name of democracy and freedom we destroy democracy 
and freedom. For its enemies are not only those who, like Hitler 
and Mussolini, set out with the deliberate end of destroying them. 
Its enemies are also, and perhaps not less, those who are unaware 
of the conditions upon which they can be preserved. It is by the 
exploitation of mass-ignorance that Hitler and Mussolini made 
themselves the indispensable agents of counter-revolution. 

It is the danger that mass-ignorance may be exploited by the 
demagogue which makes the grasp of the social forces in play by 
the individual citi/.en an indispensable instrument of democratic 
safety. Unless we are assured that he will not be deceived by the 
easy slogan, the fallacies which, as Bentham showed a hundred and 
fifty years ago, are pai t of the permanent armoury of irrational 
privilege, the possibility is always real that counter-revolution may 
succeed by masking itself in the guise of revolution. This is the more 
fundamental in an age in which, as in our own, a traditional culture 
is entering upon a new phase. Our intellectual problem is the 
urgent one that the main values we have been taught to recognize 
as valid are those which belong to that epoch of economic liberalism 
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of which the day is definitely over. In a general way, we are all 
aware of this. We all say that it will be a new world after the victory 
has been won. We all insist that the. planned society has come to 
stay, even though our rulers are anxious that we shall not discuss 
the purposes for which it is to be planned. We all, too, agree that 
the educational system in the democracies of the inter-war years 
was inadequate, not least in Britain, to training the citizen for the 
kind of world in which he had to dwell. 

In its British expression, the difficulties of our educational system 
were obvious enough. For all but a small section of the population 
education ended at the point where knowledge begins to exercise 
its fascination; and no small part of that section which had larger 
opportunities was chosen less on the ground of natural ability than 
of parental income. Our system suffered, further, from certain 
other characteristics none of which was rationally defensible. Its 
division into private schools, almost wholly attended by the middle 
and upper class children, and council schools almost wholly attended 
by the children of the workers, meant the absence in our society of 
a genuinely common culture, and the creation, for those who 
attended a small number of famous private schools, of special 
avenues of opportunity in the after-school period; it was difficult, 
for instance, for the ordinary observer to believe that fifty per cent 
of the natural diplomatic talent in Great Britain was sent by a 
mysterious dispensation of Providence to the single school of Eton. 

A further division complicated matters. A national system of 
elementary education, for which the taxpayer was responsible, only 
dated from 1870; before that date a variety of religious denomina¬ 
tions had built schools in the interests of their different sects which 
enabled them to control, even when they were aided by government 
grants, no small part both of the curriculum and the standard of 
teaching. Each of these sects had a vested interest to protect so that 
most attempts at educational development suffered from the assump¬ 
tion that their placation was the price to be paid for advance; and 
all political parties conspired to accept the ecclesiastical claim that 
religious instruction had a healthy effect upon “character” of which 
the community would be deprived at its peril. That the evidence 
for this claim disappeared under sober scrutiny was not deemed 
relevant; the vital fact was that, despite the declining hold of all 
supernatural dogmas on the population, politicians, with hardly an 
important exception, agreed to accept this curious piece of myth¬ 
ology. At the Trades Union Congress of 1942, a Roman Catholic 
member of the Transport and General Workers’ Union warned the 

T 
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Congress that his co-religionists would, under all circumstances, 
fight Tor their right to separate schools, aided, of course, by public 
funds, for the members of their denomination. 1 This meant, of 
course, also, that the choice of teachers, and, to a considerable 
extent, the content and standard of the curriculum in such schools, 
would be in clerical hands. 

Two other matters require some emphasis. After the last war, 
and largely in obedience to its stimulus, an eager debate had taken 
place upon the purpose education must seek to fulfil. After almost 
twenty yeais of controversy a committee of the Board of Education, 
of which the chairman was the eminent and profoundly Conser¬ 
vative head of a Cambridge College, Mr. W. Spens, had agreed 
that the aim of the .school should be “the highest degree of individual 
development” in each of its pupils. By the outbreak of war, that is 
to say, it had become the defined objective of official policy that 
the (liild should be regarded as an end, and that education should 
seek to give him, boy or girl, the chance of the fullest self-discovery 
,ii a pet son who, though in and of society, was to bring to its shaping 
an rxpencncc lie alone could know and for which, as he knew it, 
lie was trained to seek verification in adult life. 

I he other matter was not less fundamental. Education was, it 
was agie< cl, to build a citizen who could think for himself, who 
bi ought to life a meaning lie had himself discovered in a journey 
the plans lor which he had the right to help in making. He was 
not simply a soldier schooled to discipline in an army the strategy 
of whose high command was permanently beyond his ken. That 
made the* idea of citizenship one that it was important to regard in 
a positive and active way. It was imperative, if the procedure of 
(lemoiiacy was to be real, that the part of the citizen in the state 
must be something moie than putting a cross on a ballot-paper in 
a local 01 national election once every three or four years. He had 
to he able to see lus life shaping the decisions which determined 
die iliai at ter of the community to which lie belonged. Politics was 
not to be for him a process outside himself, about which he mainly 
felt alool: and politicians mysterious, not seldom malignant, beings 
whose habits he did not understand, about which, indeed, he felt 
foi the most pait indifferent compared to the interest he took in 
his favouiite film star or football team, or to the zest with which 
he put his sixpence lor the “pools” in the post or tried to solve the 
cross-word puzzle as he went to and from his work. The salvation 
ot a democratic way of life depended upon his sense that it was 
1 Daily Herald , September io, 1942. 
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important for him to have the opportunity of continuous initiative 
in the significant matters of the time; and, hardly less, it depended 
upon the willingness of those who had the central decisions of state 
in their hands to recognize that this continuous initiative of his was 
important. 

It was this which was slowly shaping a new status for adult 
education in the inter-war years. Painfully, perhaps, but I think 
surely, we were coming to see the importance of democratizing our 
cultural heritage. No nation could preserve the jality of its civilized 
life if the intellectual and material forces which shaped its character 
were unknown to those masses who were reaching out lor pre¬ 
dominant power. They lacked even that hold on values which had 
been provided for them when religious belief was still a vital factor 
in our lives. Once it degenerated into a social routine, with little 
influence on behaviour, even that access to a great literature which 
a knowledge of the Bible had provided was denied to them. Neither 
the meaning of great literature nor the meaning of scientific dis¬ 
covery penetrated far beyond a small elite in society. Yet without 
their creative influence a large part of the quality of civilization 
had little or no meaning for most citizens. Anyone who thinks of 
the small part played by books in the household of an average 
Englishman even of comfortable means must realize how many of 
the gates of civilization were closed to them. The seme that thought 
was an urgent matter had characterized, in the main, four periods 
only in British history. It was true from the opening of the seven¬ 
teenth century until the Restoration; it was true, a second time, in 
that brief epoch between the outbreak of the French Revolution 
and the reaction of panic against all ideas and experiment which 
made the distribution of Paine’s Rights of Man an act of treason ; it 
was true a third time in that period of protest against the new 
industrialism which gave birth to our trade unions, to the con¬ 
sumers’ co-operative movement, and, at a lower level of influence, 
the socialist phase in Chartism; and it was true, I think, a fourth 
time in the last two years of the first World War, mainly through 
the immense hopes and emotions aroused by the Russian Revolution. 

The impulse of this fourth period lingered on during the inter¬ 
war years without attaining the level of influence the situation 
required. Men were rather uneasily aware that thought was urgent, 
that a wider and deeper knowledge was the clue to the capacity to 
understand their situation, than active in securing for it the status 
it required. A number of factors operated against the recognition 
that such activity was vital. The press became a department of big 
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business; in the hands of men like Lord Northcliffe it deliberately 
stripped itself of its main educational function. If we have learned 
nothing in the last generation at least the lesson has been massively 
provided of the degree to which freedom depends upon supply of 
truthful news. A second factor was the immense externalization of 
pleasure- the cinema, sport, and the dance-hall became both cheap 
and easy ways in which our generation found escape from the pain 
of thought. And to these, I think, must be added a certain disillusion 
born of the abyss between the hopes with which men entered the 
post-Versailles world and the frustration of those hopes with which 
reality presented them. I suspect, too, that something is due to the 
fatigue of the effort involved in the war of 1914-18. Men are rarely 
aware of the strain of great effort while they are making it; and 
when its tension is relaxed only great leadership can renovate the 
energies of a people. 

In the inter-war years Britain never had that leadership. The 
(lonserv.it ive governments in office were above all anxious to prevent 
any seiutinv into the foundations of the state; and the two Labour 
governments, if their periods of office were relatively brief, spent 
their main energies in proving that their opponents need not expect 
any fundamental changes from them. After 1931, and particularly 
alter 1933, the main effoits of successive Prime Ministers seemed to 
be devoted to obscuring from public opinion the gravity of the 
situation; nothing else can adequately explain the “sealed lips” of 
Lord Baldwin, or Mr. Neville Chamberlain’s indifference to the 
tiagie fate of Czec hoslovakia. But, after Munich, it was no longer 
possible to conceal even from those who wished to be blind that 
we confronted nothing less than a crisis of our civilization. Thence¬ 
forward there was apparent that traditional capacity of the British 
people to look danger squarely in the face. And the more desperate 
(lie position giew, after the actual outbreak of war, the greater was 
the anxiety of the masses to understand the crisis in which they 
were involved. Not, I think, since the seventeenth century has there 
been in Britain a deeper anxiety to probe into the roots of its 
problems, a gi eater willingness to experiment on a scale propor¬ 
tionate to their intensity. 

I draw this inference from a number of obvious facts. It is, I 
think, clear in the welcome given to Mr. Churchill when he replaced 
Mr. Chamberlain as Prime Minister; no leader of our people has 
been given a confidence more profound or a power more ample. 
It is clear, again, in the enthusiasm which greeted Mr. Attlee’s 
announcement, as France was falling, that the Government took 
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powers to use all persons and all property for the service of the 
community; at that moment, there was no sacrifice of vested 
interest for which a government with imagination could not have 
secured approval. It is clear, thirdly, in the depth of the demand 
for clear blue-prints of the post-war world, in the eager applause 
which greeted the efforts of President Roosevelt and Vice-President 
Wallace to find the way to the conditions in which what the latter 
termed “the century of the common man” could secure its chance. 
It is clear, fourthly, in the width of popular interest in the Russian 
experiment; the breach in the cordon sanituire which, ever since 1917, 
vested interests had thrown around its ideas was both decisive and 
final. It is clear, fifthly, in the wellnigh universal demand that, 
before this war ends, we shall have prepared the ground for massive 
educational reconstruction. And I think myself, finally, that this 
inference may be drawn from the inability of the hate-mongers in 
this war, so differently from our experience in 1914-18, to infect 
the masses with their poison. British public opinion had learned 
that the crisis was too serious for those fantastic theories which seek, 
whether with or without the panoply of scholarship, to draw up an 
indictment against a whole people; and few things in British history 
are likely to win greater honour than the fact that it was public 
opinion which, in 1940, compelled the Government to revise its 
policy of general internment for all aliens of enemy origin. 

The first three years of this second world-war had, I suggest, 
taught the mass of the British people that the answer to the counter¬ 
revolution was to widen and strengthen the foundations of the 
democratic way of life, and that a vital high-road to that end was 
educational action so planned as to give intellectual reality to 
individual citizenship. Measured by the scale of our past eiforts, 
that is a revolutionary idea. It means, in the long run, that what 
is to count in our community is the citizen’s mind, the interpreta¬ 
tion that mind operating as an active social factor, gives to his or 
her experience; the citizen is not to count in terms of the effective 
demand his ownership or control of property represents. That is, I 
say, a revolutionary idea, for to make the citizen count in this way 
is to remake the fundamental pattern of traditional Britain. It 
means the use of the state-power not to protect an existing pattern 
of vested interests but to adapt it to needs the priorities of which 
the masses, so instructed, will ultimately decide. 

Because, as I say, this is a revolutionary idea it is important to 
examine its reception by the Conservative Party, since that is the 
body which, politically, represents the claims of traditional Britain. 
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This reception is available to us in the First Interim Report of the 
Conservative Sub-Commit tec on Education, a disquisition on 
educational aims published by the Conservative Party’s General 
Committee on Post-War Reconstruction. 1 

The whole document is of extraordinary interest and importance. 
It disagrees with the Spcns Committee’s definition of the school’s 
aim as the promotion of “the highest degree of individual develop¬ 
ment” ; it suggests, indeed, that the main trends of contemporary 
thought on education arc “in stern need of correction.” For what 
end arc they to be coirectcd? “It must be a primary duty of national 
education,” says the Report, “to develop a strong sense of national 
obligation in the individual citizen, to encourage in him an ardent 
understanding of the State’s need, and to render him capable of 
sciving those needs.” Already, that is to say, the individual is the 
instrument, the State is the end; and it is in enabling the individual 
to save the end of the State that education performs its primary 
duty.” So did Krierk, perhaps the ablest exponent of Nazi philo¬ 
sophy, define its outlook. The idea of “the highest individual 
development” has ceased to be relevant to the problems of the 
counter-!evolution. “Private religion, a private world-outlook,” he 
has written, 2 “in a vvoid, all forms of private existence have ceased 
to have meaning. We stand with our personal life in service and 
lesponsibility to the totality of the community (volkisch) life whose 
members we arc.” So, also, the well-known Italian exponent of 
Fascism rejects the aim defined in the Spcns report. “The libera¬ 
tion,” Roc co writes, 3 “of the individual from the State which was 
carried out during tin* eighteenth century, will be followed in the 
twentieth ccntmv by the rescue of the State from the individual.” 

To most of us the content of that “strong sense of national obli¬ 
gation” which the Conservative Report demands, depends, in large 
measure, upon the nature of the experience in which each of us is 
involved; clearly that content is one thing in Mr. Churchill; and it 
is a \cry different tiling in its expression in Mr. Harry Pollitt. Our 
agreement, too, upon what constitutes “an ardent understanding of 
the state’s needs” is likely to be coloured by the principles of action 
inherent in our experience; and the life of a democratic community 
is marked bv the* assumption that no special experience is a priori 
valid. It is, we have been led to believe, by the intellectual clash of 

1 “Lookup Ahead” Educational Aims. Published by the General Committee on 
Post-War Reconstruction set up by the Conservative and Unionist Party Organi¬ 
zation. London. September, 1942. 

* Ernst Krieck, Wissenschaft, Weltanschauung, Hochschulereform (1934). 

* A. Roero, The Political Doctrine of Fascism International Conciliation (1926). 
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argument about experience in the market-place of ideas that some 
given view of action is translated from the idea to the deed. Without 
this free play of ideas, the very essence of freedom is in jeopardy. 

The Conservative Report rejects this view. It does not seem to 
imagine that differences in political outlook go very deep, or that 
the citizen-body, as a whole, attaches great importance to what is 
dope in its name. “The core of the nation,” the Committee writes, 
“consists of a large central mass which desnes, above all things, 
what it has never been given or been able to < inmand—continuity, 
consistency and positive certainty in national policy.” It is this core, 
we are told, which the “ultimately dominant part of the nation.” 
At what docs it aim? Not, the Report assures us, at “an ideal of 
conquest or self-profit. It implies notions superior to these—notions 
which any good teacher should have no difficulty in making real to 
the average child. The character of the strong, wise and unselfish 
leader is one of the easiest characters to present in popular literature; 
because that is what all men want their leaders to be, and what all 
children want to imagine their parents to be. To translate this simple 
and right wish into a national ideal—into the ideal of the nation as a leader 
among the nations—with which every child can identify his own future, is 
the necessary first task of national education in the United Kingdom . 1 

It is essential to be clear upon the implications of this view. It 
is set out unmistakably in the speeches of Hitler in which he has 
discussed the idea of leadership. “To lead a nation which longs for 
clear and capable political leadership,” he has said, 2 “can always 
only be the task of a leading minority, fie who puts in the fore¬ 
ground this conception of an organic selection of leaders is thinking 
historically. When we acted in this way we were not keeping in 
view merely the present; our aim was that posterity should be 
forced to admit that the men of our day had created foundations 
which would guarantee for centuries the life of successive genera¬ 
tions.” He has explained that this ideal cannot be achieved if 
parliamentary democracy survives, if there is a right of free criticism, 
if there are independent trade unions. Not least important he has 
emphasized that “revolutions in the past have with very few 
exceptions failed because their leaders had not realized that the 
essential thing was not the assumption of power but the education 
of men.” It is to achieve this education that the process of Gleich- 
schaltung has been carried out. 3 That was why Hans Frank could 

* The italics are those of the Report from which I am quoting. 

* Hitler's Speeches (ed. Baynes), 1, 483. 

3 Ibid., 1, 236 ff. Cf. especially pp 261 -3. 
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say that he supports “complete intellectual liberty and liberty of 
teaching—on the basis of National Socialism. ... It must be, 
however, maintained beyond all challenge that the unity of our 
Weltanschauung as a basis shall be put in question by no one”; 1 and 
Broemser explains that the “genuine scholar . . . will acknowledge 
the superiority of the political leadership and will not seek to dis¬ 
credit it through any petty criticism.” 2 Is it accident that, in a 
similar way, Mussolini has said that the main task of the intellectual 
is pitilessly to criticize, from a Fascist point of view, socialism, 
liberalism, and democracy? 3 

It is difficult not to see a direct connection between the view of 
educational purpose the counter-revolutionists proclaim and the 
recognition, in the Conservative Report, that its ideal neither will 
nor can be met “without a more thorough-going overhaul of the 
whole educational system than appears yet to have been anywhere 
envisaged.” Explicitly, indeed, the Report repudiates the “mis¬ 
translation” of its theory into the “totalitarian heresy” that the 
individual is of no account; but there arc fifty passages in which 
Hitler has repudiated the same “mistranslation” of Nazism. To 
avoid this mistranslation the Report then insists upon the vital 
importance of religious education in schools, and sets a series of 
administrative proposals the purpose of which is to “ succeed in 
quickening the child's religious consciousness.” 4 “A great effort needs to 
be made,” says the Report, “for a new, positive and generally 
sympathetic attitude towards religion. Religion in the United Kingdom 
needs to be conceived , politically and administratively , in general terms as a 
basic and vital element in the national hje, to be deliberately encouraged and 
fostered."* 

Why is this ^ The Report has at least the merit of giving a com¬ 
pletely frank answer to this question. “The present war,” it says, 
“is putting the social compromise to a very' dangerous strain endeed, 
ind the inlluence of the Russian system upon our own cannot be 
sensibly ignored. (We arc thinking of the emotional, quasi-religious 
influence and not of “economic” influences.) There is an evident 
possibility that the Russian example will seem to great numbers of 
people in this country an example to be followed here. Upon those 
who arc not aware of the vast differences between the two countries, 
and who are not sustained by belief in a supra-temporal order, this 
idea is capable of exerting an extremely powerful attraction. We do 

1 Quoted by N. H. Baynes, Intellectual Liberty and Totalitarian Claims (1942), 
P- 2 7 - 1 Ibid., p. 30. 3 Ibid., p. 34. 

4 Italics in original. & Italics in original. 
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not mean to suggest that there is, or should be, any opposition 
between the ideal of social progress and religious belief. . . But 
we do suggest that decay of religious belief exposes a people, thereby 
deprived of respect for its own past, to the temptation of violent 
and ill-considered social experiment. It would appear, then, that if 
the State is rightfully concerned for its own future development (as 
we conceive it to be) it must also be concerned for the presence of 
religion among its citizens.” To this must be added that, in the 
view of the authors of the Report, our failure to meet the crisis of 
the war “is indicated by the excessive emphasis placed in our 
present educational system (as in our social life) upon the ideal aim 
of individual happiness.” We are reminded that because “disease, 
disablement, pain, death; inherited defects; limited capacities; 
misfortune, unhappiness, and the sense of guilt or sin—all these are 
a necessary part of every man’s life,” education must set out to 
make men “tough.” It must breed “the bold qualities of adven¬ 
turousness, initiative, enjoyment 6f difficulty and danger, in a word, 
grit.” And we are warned that other necessary qualities have “been 
steadily losing ground, the will to work, pride in occupation, 
regardless of its social or monetary reward, the self-discipline 
acquired through submission to discipline, and the desire to find 
salvation from selfishness in service. Finally, the Report emphasizes 
the “special contribution” made by the public and preparatory 
schools to the “education of talent and the development of leader¬ 
ship,” a contribution which would be “jeopardized” if they lost 
their independence by becoming part of the state system of 
education. 

The simple comment that I want to make upon this doctrine is 
that it is a recommendation to the Government of Great Britain to 
adopt both in spirit and in principle the full gospel of the Counter- 
Revolution. The praise of “toughness,” the enthusiasm for sub¬ 
mission to discipline, the emphasis upon work without thought of 
personal reward as a civic duty which the humblest workers must 
display, the refusal to permit the public schools to become a part 
of the national education system on the ground that they have a 
special contribution to make to leadership—each of these can be 
quite precisely duplicated from the pronouncements of Nazi 
leaders. 1 

Yet perhaps the most significant part of the Report goes back 
beyond the decisive epoch in which we live to that period, a century 
and a half ago, when the French Revolution struck panic into the 

1 Cf. Hitler's Speeches (cd. Baynes), 1, 534 ff., especially pp. 543 f. 
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mind of the governing class, and made them seek in the discipline 
of a religious faith the specific by which privilege is safeguarded 
from invasion. In a well-known chapter of their Town Labourerf 
Mr. and Mrs. Hammond have summarized the famous work of 
Wilberforcc, the Practical View of the System of Christianity , 2 in which 
the friend of Pitt explained the function of religion in society. 
“There he explains,” write Mr. and Mrs. Hammond, “that Chris¬ 
tianity makes the inequalities of the social scale less galling to the 
lower orders, that it teaches them to be diligent, humble, patient, 
that it reminds them ‘that their more lowly path has been allotted 
to them by the hand of God; that it is their part faithfully to dis¬ 
charge its duties, and contentedly to bear its inconveniences; that 
the present state of things is very short; that the objects about 
which worldly men conflict so eagerly are not worth the contest; 
that the peace of mind which Religion offers indiscriminately to all 
ranks, affords more true satisfaction than all the expensive pleasures 
which are beyond the poor man’s reach; that in this view the poor 
have the advantage; that, if their superiors enjoy more abundant 
comforts, they are also exposed to many temptations from which 
the inferior classes are happily exempted; that ‘having food and 
raiment, they should be therewith content,’ since their situation in 
life, with all its evils, is better than they have deserved at the hand 
of God; and, finally, that all human distinctions will soon be done 
away, and the true followers of Christ will all, as children of the 
same father, be alike admitted to the possession of the same heavenly 
inheritance. Such ate the blessed effects of Christianity on the 
tenipor.il well-being of political communities.” And Mr. and Mrs. 
Hammond point out that Wilbctforce drew Pitt’s attention to this 
chapter ol his book as the* “basis of all politics.” 3 

In its warning against the dangeis of Russian infection, and in 
its reliance upon the state support of religious teaching against its 
risks, it is difficult not to see m the e xhortations of the Conservative 
Party Committee's Report the same “basis of all politics” as that 
whic h appealed to Wilbeiforce. The kindred conditions of the two 
peiiods aie lemaikable in their resemblance; perhaps, too, the 
authors of the Report fear, as did Wilbei force and his friends when 
they founded, in 1802, “The Society for the Suppression of Vice 
and the Enc ouragement of Religion and Virtue throughout the 
United Kingdom,” “the late usurpation of Reason over Revela¬ 
tion” with its enc ouruirrment a notable combination —of “infidelity 

1 Chap vi. (>[> 'j 1 t : First published in 179H. 

J Op <it , pp -Mi 
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and insubordination.” One catches, certainly, in its pages the echo 
of the sentiment of the Society’s secretary Prichard, who told a 
Committee of the House of Commons in 1817 that “the influences 
of religious obligation seem much on the decline among the lower 
orders of society, to which is probably attributable much of that 
impatience under civil restraint which is the characteristic feature 
of the times. 1 

Man’s reason, uncontrolled by the inllucncc of religion, seeks lor 
large changes in the foundations of society; it is esirable, therefore, 
to prevent “impatience under civil restraint” on the part of the 
masses for the state to give religion power to control the unfettered 
exercise of reason. That was the inference drawn by the ruling 
classes at the time of the French Revolution; the Russian Revolu¬ 
tion leads their successors to no dilfei ent conclusion. The approach, 
no doubt, is more indirect and more sophisticated; its underlying 
principle is identical. And it is important to recognize that this fear 
of reason has always been the inner essence of the counter-revolu¬ 
tionary spirit; for the one thing that endangers a system of privilege 
which has outlived its usefulness is its critical examination by 
reason. “He who frees criticism,” said Hitler, 2 “lrom the moral 
duty of placing itself in the service of a general, recognized, and 
pursued life-task is treading the path which leads to Nihilism and 
Anarchy.” For Hitler criticism is subordinated to Nazi objectives; 
for the authors of the Conservative Report it is subordinated to the 
task of preserving amongst us th.it “respect for the past” which 
prevents “violent and ill-considered social experiment.” The 
language is different; the purposes are common. Each is protecting 
privilege in decay from being revealed as obsolete to the masses. 
And it is not less true of the Report I have examined than it is of 
Hitlerism that as a method of social action it is ultimately bound 
to suppress the ideas it is unable to refute. 

That is why, perhaps only half-consciously, it emphasizes as 
virtues the things against which, at any rate since the French 
Revolution, the principle of democracy has been a protest. Sub¬ 
mission for the many, and leadership for the few; the recognition 
that material suffering is man’s inevitable lot; the insistence that 
the masses arc indifferent to political matters; the denial that large 
social changes are wise or justified; the deep fear of innovation; 
the feverish search for some mystic safeguard against the will of the 
masses for great social experiment; the demand that the educa- 

1 Quoted by W. H. Wickwar, The Struggle for the Freedom of the Press , 1819-1832 
(1928), pp. 36-7. * Hi i-r's Speeches (cd. Baynes), 1, 500. 
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tional institutions of the privileged be left undisturbed, the depre¬ 
ciation of the training of the mind in favour of toughness—“our 
men,” promised Hitler, 1 “will be trained to become a hard breed”; 
the plea that men accept their lot in life without repining, that the 
duties of their allotted station shall be their reward; no one can, I 
think, examine this Report at all rigorously without seeing that it 
is already a full-scale plea for the counter-revolution with which 
we are at war. What is the lesson to be drawn from the fact that 
men fighting the counter-revolution can yet accept its basic assump¬ 
tions as their own? 


VIII 

It is the lesson, surely, that the ruling class in Britain, for all its 
deep anxiety to defeat Hitlerism, is yet profoundly anxious to 
organize that defeat on its own terms. It is uneasily aware that 
grave issues arc in dispute; but it is determined, if it can, to define 
the principles by which those issues shall be solved. That is why 
the war has seen no great experiment with measures or with men; 
either would reveal the fact that the traditional foundations of our 
society arc not its necessary foundations. To obscure that revelation 
from the view of the masses is a preoccupation of Conservatism 
hardly less great than its sense of the urgency of victory. For its 
leaders arc not willing, even when the national existence is at stake, 
to experiment with the dynamic of democracy. That is true in the 
relations of production at home; it is true in the consideration of 
empire abroad. The breakdown of democracy in France is only the 
final term in a scries of social equations which we shall not have 
solved, either in Britain or America, merely by the achievement of 
victory. 

If it is said that Mr. Churchill leads the forces of Conservatism 
and that, as Prime Minister, he has supremely shown that there is 
no price he would not pay for victory, there are, I think, certain 
important reservations to be made. It is urgent, first, to realize that 
there was undeclared war in Europe at least from the period when 
Hitler remilitarized the Rhineland; for some years after that time, 
the forces of Conservatism resented alike his diagnosis and his 
remedies. Not until the major part of Western Europe lay prostrate 
under Hitler did they reconcile themselves to his leadership. It is, 
I think, true to say that the creation of the Churchill government 
was the work of the nation, and imposed by public opinion on a 
* Op. cu., i, 533. 



THE THREAT OF COUNTER-REVOLUTION 301 

Conservative Party which was for long resentful of its possible 
implications. 

The first year of Mr. Churchill’s administration will, on any 
showing, give him a great place in the British political tradition. 
In the face of overwhelming danger, he symbolized, in a remarkable 
way, the will of the nation to survive. Courage, inflexible resolution, 
the power to maintain the people’s faith in itself, the unconquerable 
pride which can never admit defeat, these qualities he displayed in 
a degree unsurpassed in our history. But it mu • be noted that these 
are, above all, the aristocrat’s virtues. They reveal the man who 
inherits the great imperial tradition which he is determined to 
safeguard; they find their roots in the habits of past achievement 
rather than in adaptation to an emerging future. There was no 
audacity in Mr. Churchill's policy in the sense that he displayed 
any capacity for innovation proportionate to the emergency; on 
the contrary, the very basis of his policy was the demand that no 
issue be discussed which might be the subject of controversy. It 
became, in fact, increasingly clear that Mr. Churchill viewed this 
war as no different in essence from the great wars of the past; he 
*vas Marlborough fighting Louis XIV, or Pitt fighting Napoleon. 
He was uninterested in the social implications of the struggle; that 
was an aspect of its nature foreign to his genius or his character. 
What progressiveness of outlook he had was the outcome of the 
aristocrat’s impulse to generosity; he could be magnanimous where 
he was visually affected by the tragedies of war—as when he saw 
the effects of air bombardment—but he had no philosophy of the 
conflict which made his imagination see new perspectives to the 
endless adventure of politics. He did not, therefore, ask the forces 
of Conservatism to wage the war on terms which might have com¬ 
pelled them to consider the fundamental alteration of the basis of 
social power. 

Maybe, he would have been compelled to do so had the Labour 
Party demanded that alteration. Two things prevented the Labour 
Party from making that demand. The first is the fact—which does 
it great credit—that in the months of acute danger after it took 
office, it thought of nothing save the survival of the nation; when 
Britain no longer found itself alone the moment had passed when 
great changes could be had for the asking. The second is the fact 
that, within a few weeks of taking office, Mr. Churchill had built 
himself a moral ascendancy over the Labour leaders so complete 
that they were not prepared to seek for changes which might have 
created difficulties for him with his (Conservative followers. So that 



302 REFI ECTIONS ON THE REVOLUTION OF OUR TIME 

though the Labour Party put forward a programme which insisted 
that fundamental alterations must be made as part of the war 
efTort itself if the victory over Hitlerism was not to be thrown away, 
its leaden tamely accepted Mr. Churchill’s rejection of that pro¬ 
gramme on the ground that controversy in wartime might endanger 
the unity of the nation. This tameness not only left the vital initiative 
in defining war policies in Mr. Churchill’s hands; it meant, also, 
that the war would be won, as Pitt won the war against Napoleon, 
without touching the basis of social power. Britain, this is to say, 
would debate the issues about which the war would be fought after, 
ami not before, victory. 

As soon as this is understood, certain things of major importance 
become clear. First, the British ruling class would be able to defend 
its privileges without the embarrassment of a powerful external 
enemy compelling it to make concessions of principle to the masses 
whose co-operation was essential for victory. Second, the failure in 
wartime to associate parliamentary democracy with great measures 
of social change made by consent was bound to weaken its authority 
over public opinion in the post-war period; to weaken it, I must 
add, in its creative status abroad hardly less than at home. This 
failure emphasizes a distinction which English writers have too 
rarely made since 1848, the distinction between representative 
government and popular government. The first is not the second 
unless it recognizes that justice is impossible between men where 
their claims to welfare are set by their ownership and control of 
property. Thirdly, it is evident that the socialist basis of the Labour 
Party was formal rather than substantial. That is evident from the 
fact that it permitted its leaders to accept from Mr. Churchill a 
series of minor social reforms all of which assumed not merely that 
expanding welfare was possible in a permanent way in the period 
of capitalist contraction the typical assumption of a trade union 
party whose principles were shaped by the experience of daily 
expcrieiu e rather than by the analysis of a secular historic develop¬ 
ment but assumed, also, that respect for constitutional procedures 
is a peimanent habit of the British governing class. 

1 Ins attitude, on the part of the Labour Party, revealed two 
great weaknesses. It assumes an insularity of outlook before the 
operation of great world-forces in which Britain is now not less 
involved than any of its neighbours, a naive belief that, in the light 
of the period since 1660, we can somehow contract out of that 
counter-revolution the power of which has proved so immense else¬ 
where. And it defends that insularity at a time when, everywhere, 
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the quickening tempo of social change calls for a rapidity of adjust¬ 
ment of which Parliamentary Democracy has never in the past 
proved capable. This attitude overlooks the fact that the economic 
leeway which enabled Britain to overcome its crises in the past has, 
in large degree, disappeared. It omits to notice that the classic 
formulae of parliamentarism were valid in a period the conditions 
of which no longer obtain. Its pride in the continuance of the 
historic ritual of parliamentary procedure fails to notice that this 
has been able to continue because it has not been applied to the 
seminal questions of the time; or, rather, there has been an agree¬ 
ment between the political parties that those questions shall not be 
raised lest they disturb that unity upon fundamentals upon which 
the success of the parliamentary system depends. 

'Phis poses a question to which only future experience in Britain 
can give an answer. It raises the issue of whether the success of 
parliamentary government in Britain is not the outcome of a special 
set of historical circumstances which represent a comparatively brief 
period in British history, unique in their character, and unlikely to 
be repeated. The pre-war years make it obvious enough that the 
climate of counter-revolution was deeply pervasive of the whole 
atmosphere which surrounded our ruling class. The war years 
suggested that socialism could be professed by a great political party 
only because its leaders did not seek the practical expression of 
their principles. When the last word has been said in favour of the 
time-honoured British genius for compromise, the decision that no 
vital question should be raised in war-time leaves it at least an open 
question what will happen when, in the post-war epoch, that genius 
is put to a test likely to be more severe than any it has previously 
known at least since Chartism, and, perhaps, since the reign of 
Charles I. And this, in its turn, has to be set in the background of 
the realization that, once again as after the Napoleonic wars, the 
ability of Britain to save itself by its energy will have a considerable 
influence in settling its influence in Europe by the force of its 
example. A Britain whose hands are largely free from the intricacies 
of domestic controversy can no doubt do much to provide the 
model basis of change upon the European continent. But a Britain 
which finds, as the facts suggest that we may easily find, that the 
depth of our domestic preoccupations compels us to devote our 
main attention to those issues of principle which we postponed in 
the period of war, has already gone far tp depriving itself of that 
power to aid as arbiter in Europe and Asia upon which so much of 
their freedom in the next generation will depend. The time to 
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destroy the roots of counter-revolution is when we fight it. We have 
refused to use that time for its destruction; and the agreement to 
overcome it has yet to be made. It is at least an open question 
whether the agreement can be achieved by consent when the main 
psychological impulse to agreement no longer has the dramatic 
validity that common danger imposes. 



Chapter VIII 

FREEDOM IN A PLANNED 
DEMOCRACY 

i 

We are. in the midst of the profoundest crisis our civilization has 
known, at least since the Reformation, and perhaps since the fall 
of the Roman Empire. On our ability to act upon an understanding 
of what the crisis is may well depend the peace and the well-being 
of the human race for centuries to come. 

It is not a crisis which any simple or single remedy can resolve. 
For there are in dispute amongst us not only the ultimate character 
of the relationships of men but also the faith, or system of values, to 
which those relationships give birth. There is no plane of thought 
or of action that is exempt from the influence of the crisis. Religion, 
politics, economics, science, culture, these in the massive totality of 
their interaction upon one another are all deeply affected by it. 
Old nations, like China, are destined to renovation as it proceeds; 
old classes, the Prussian junkers, for instance, are destined to see 
their historic function destroyed. The strategic implications of the 
war this crisis has brought in its train will alter the habits of com¬ 
munication even more profoundly than the geographical discoveries 
of the Renaissance. Its character in the Far East is certain, in the 
long run, especially as the results of the Soviet experiment become 
more widely known, to put the relation of the white peoples to 
those of different colour upon a wholly new footing. The application 
of science to social problems is likely to be, as the single field of 
nutrition already makes evident, qualitatively different from any¬ 
thing we have known in the past. The age of Grotius has drawn to 
its close; for it has become clear beyond dispute that a world so 
unified and interdependent as ours cannot afford to run the risks 
imposed by the continued existence of the national sovereign state. 
That is bound, again in the long run, to mean the emergence of a 
truly international law, and it is probable that in the great society 
of the future the main significance of nationality will be in the 
cultural, rather than in the political or the economic, field. We 
seem likely, moreover, to be moving to a plane of social action 
u 
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where it becomes possible to transcend that economics of scarcity 
by which all past human behaviour has been rigorously conditioned. 

Given the victory of the United Nations, the overthrow, that is, 
of those forces in the world which have deliberately made war in 
the interest of counter-revolution, the individualist capitalism of the 
classical economists is bound to be revealed as obsolete. It has, 
indeed, long been known as an anachronism by all who have watched 
the giowth of industrial combination, on the one hand, and the 
emergence of a caste of economic directors, mainly remarkable for 
their skill in financial manipulation, who arc the masters alike of 
their shareholders and of the consumer, and are not seldom in a 
position to hold even states to ransom. Their power is as massive in 
volume as it has largely been irresponsible in operation. We have 
reached a stage in historical evolution where either their power 
must be subordinated to the interest of the community or the interest 
of the community will be a tragic pseudonym for their power. 
Pm isely as in the nineteenth century, the irresponsible privilege of 
icnticr and anstocrat was broken by the development of democracy 
m the fiohtit.il field, so, in the twentieth century, we have to break 
the iricsponsible privilege of icnticr and plutocrat by the develop¬ 
ment ol democracy in the economic field. Power in society is de¬ 
structive ol soiiety unless the purpose it fulfils and the terms upon 
which it is held are matters controlled by citizens who are recognized 
to have an equal daim lor equal needs upon the common stock of 
well-being. Any other conception of the responsibilities of power 
(ouupts alike those who possess it and those over whom it is 
e\< li lsed. 

It is lor the demoi ratiz.ition of economic power upon these terms 
that, m the last analysis, this war is being fought. We must avoid 
the casv illusion that this end will be attained simply by the defeat 
ol Hitlei and his allies. That defeat creates the opportunities required 
loi the democratization of economic power; it is far from an assur¬ 
ance; that thev will be wisely list'd. As I have sought to show' in this 
book, there aie lew among the United Nations in which there are 
not piesent, often in a dangeious degree, the elements which made 
a sun esslul counter-revolution in Italy and Germany, which were 
willing, as in Pi ante, to betray its people into slavery in the hope of 
winning the pationage of their Nazi conqueror for their special 
pnv ilege. 1 he same elements exist among ourselves and the American 
people. The victoiy, let us be quite certain, that ends the danger 
of Hitlerism may well be the prelude to the continuation of the 
conflict he provoked in a different sphere. 
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For what is certain is that we shall have moved, by the end of 
this war, into the era of the planned society; what is quite uncertain * 
is the purpose for which we can plan. The counter-revolution has 
shown, above all in its Nazi setting, that planning can be attempted * 
in the interest of the few, and that the techniques of modern arma¬ 
ment and administration enable those few to be the complete inasteis 
of the many. It is, indeed, unlikely that this mastery will have 
permanence about it since it depends, in the long run, upon a 
totalitarianism at war with the free mind wh’> h is essential to the 
highest forms of scientific discovery. Here we must remember that 
there has been nothing original in Nazism save the massive scale 
of the deception it has practised and the cruelties it lias inflicted. Its 
science is simply the legacy of the past; its military genius is simply 
the great Prussian tradition furnished with munitions purchased 
by the sacrifice of mass-welfare; its organization is, mostly, the 
adaptation of Bolshevik methods to the climate of counter-revolu¬ 
tion. The real lesson of Nazi planning for ourselves is, first, that it 
means war, and, second, that it abridges the personality of the 
individual citizen as a necessary part of its effort to safeguard, 
regardless of the cost, the privileges of its ruling class. 

We cannot hope to achieve the democratization of economic / 
power if those who own and control property, especially in the era 
of the giant corporation, are in a position thereby either to acquire 
special privilege or to act in an arbitrary way. It is difficult to see 
how wc can prevent the growth of these habits unless the vital 
instruments of production arc owned and controlled by the com¬ 
munity as a whole directly in its own interest. For there is no other 
way in which we can end that economics of scarcity which is ines¬ 
capably involved in the psychology of large-scale capitalism, espc- / 
cially where its basis is monopolistic. 1 

I do not think this means the necessity of taking over all industry 
and agriculture by the State. Rather, I think, it means that the 
fundamental bases of economic power shall be in the hands of the . 
community; once they are assured to the interest of the many, 
instead of the few, the economic future can develop within the 
framework defined by the possession of these fundamental bases 
by the historic methods of parliamentary democracy. There are . 
four of these bases. The most vital is the control of the supply o( 
capital and credit. This means the nationalization of the Bank of 
England, of the joint stock banks, of the insurance companies, and 
of the building societies. There is no other way to be sure that 
1 On this see two able articles in the London Times, September 18-19, ,c )4' 2 ' 
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investment is directly and continuously related to public need and 
not to private profit. We have to think of this investment as the 
conscious instrument of an economic plan which aims at re-equipping 
the nation to play its part in the post-war world. This means, quite 
obviously, a system ol prioiities in the granting of commercial loans 
which will depend upon the importance on the economic plan of 
the objective the promoters have in view. Houses for the poor are 
more important than luxury-llats for the rich; schools are more 
impoitant than cinemas; loans to assist agricultural improvement 
are more important than loans to promote the manufacture and 
sale of a new (osmetic or a new patent medicine. 

The state must own and control the land. That is essential for 
three pin poses. It is essential to the proper planning of towns, 
rspcc ially the blitzed areas. It is essential to secure for agriculture 
the proper place in our national economy. It is essential to secure 
both the proper location of industry and the preservation of the 
aesthetic amenities of Britain. 

There must be state control of the import and export trade, 
fins eontiol is obviously vital to any planned production which has 
the mtn< si of the consumer in view. It follows logically from the 
state iimtrol ol capital and credit. Without it, clearly, we cannot 
hope to (it oui national economy into that international control 
of the ex< hanges which is now inevitable. Only in this way, morc- 
o\er, can the bulk purchase of raw materials and the bulk marketing 
ol our expoits, with the great economics both made possible, 
be organized m the national interest. That is the plain lesson of 
Russian < xpnienee; and it is a lesson of which the significance has 
been given dec isive emphasis by our own expeiience during the war. 

There must, lurther, be state ownership and control of transport, 
fuel and power. I will not lure elaborate again the argument for 
regaicling them as fundamental to democratic pi.inning. But certain 
simple things deseive a word of comment. Each of them is, in its 
present tonn, a source of waste. Without the nationalization of 
shipping we cannot relate that service to the best results obtainable 
by state control of impoits and exports. Without the nationalization 
olTailwavs and load transport tl\ere is not only unnecessary dupli¬ 
cation and competition; as their historic relations have shown, the 
pos.ibihties of road transport, especially for short journeys, are 

u tiff rd to the political pressure the railways can exert. To leave 
aviation 111 private li.unh, after our wartime experience, is obviously 
impossible; indeed the problem it raises is whether anything less 
than a full international control is advisable. The alternative is, 
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almost certainly, a vast system of subsidies and rate-wars with 
undesirable, even dangerous, repercussion. The nationalization of 
the coal mines is a psychological necessity in the light of the miners’ 
attitude to the owners; it offers an immense opportunity for econo¬ 
mies, especially in the marketing of coal; and, on experience, it is 
the only way in which the scientific exploitation of coal by-products 
can be attempted on an adequate scale. The case for the national 
ownership of electric power is the simple one that, already, the 
superiority of the municipal to the private unit of supply has been 
demonstrated, and that, without the unification which national 
ownership will bring, rural electricity, so urgent in the rural areas, 
and for agricultural development, will remain impossible without 
large subsidies to a mass of separate companies. The same is true 
of gas and water supplies; in the rural areas, especially, only unifi¬ 
cation under state ownership will bring their conveniences to the 
numberless households which now lack them. 

Upon this basis, it would be possible seriously to begin the process 
of democratizing economic power. Much, obviously, would depend 
upon the personnel of the controls this system envisages. Many of 
these must clearly be business men with a direct and intimate 
knowledge of the industry involved; whatever other experience we 
use, without this experience we cannot do. But, obviously, also, the 
war-time controls in their present form are, in the main, a grave 
public menace. It is impossible to entrust functions of this impor¬ 
tance to men who, like so many of the controllers of to-day, have a 
direct interest in both the present and the future of the industries 
they control. In the new system, the sole allegiance of the controller 
must be to the state he serves. 

I cannot attempt here to discuss the forms cither of nationalized 
industries or of the controls which will operate over those which 
remain in private hands. In .my case, in my own view, it is at least 
doubtful if they will conform to any single pattern; they are, I 
think, likely to be adapted with considerable flexibility to the shape 
of the particular industry to which they are related. 

More important is the question of their relationship to Parliament. 
That will, as I conceive, be effected through the Cabinet; and I 
believe that the Cabinet, in its turn, will fmd it necessary to set up 
a Committee of Ministers whose work is relevant to the field of 
production. This Committee will need an expert staff, much like 
Gosplan in the Soviet Union, whose business it will be to prepare 
for it the material upon which it makes its final submissions to the 
Cabinet which will, in its turn, obtain for them the general appjro^d s 
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of Parliament. For reasons I have discussed elsewhere, 1 I see no 
reason for the creation of an Economic General Staff in addition to 
these bodies; a new tier in the hierarchy of controls would detract 
from, rather than add to, its clarity and have the certain effect of 
delaying decisions which require speed not seldom as of their 
essence. The general layout of the plan, in a system of parliamentary 
democracy, is the clear responsibility of Ministers; and that respon¬ 
sibility is weakened, and not strengthened, by a conception like that 
of Sir William Beveridge, in which an Economic General Staff 
meditates generally upon planning without the power to decide 
upon the applicability of its meditations. The more clear the line 
of responsibility for decisions, the more direct is likely to be the 
judgment of their worth. 

Quite obviously these proposals do not assume the establishment 
of a socialist state at the end of the war; they are a foundation only 
upon which, if the electorate should so decide in the future, a 
socialist state could be built. Their purpose is the different, though 
related, one, ol safeguarding our political democracy against those 
forces of counter-revolution which arc present among ourselves, 
and were glowing in authority and determination before the out¬ 
break of war. It is, indeed, evident, as I have argued in this book, 
th.it in the absence of these safeguards the growth of monopoly- 
(upitahsm which the necessities of the war-effort have fostered may 
well, even if half-eonsc iously, renew the authority and determina¬ 
tion of those foices. I believe, therefore, that unless some such 
programme as this is hi ought into effective operation with victory, 
the chance of our being able to democratize economic power in 
Britain is very small; and the same principle applies to the other 
partners among the United Nations, especially to the United States 
of America. Either political democracy must be the master of 
economic monopoly or economic monopoly will be the master of 
political democracy. 

1 he reason for this is very simple. Economic forms tend to beget 
the politic.il structure most suited to their purpose; our experience 
lias shown quite unmistakably, that the restrictionist economics of 
monopoly capitalism are only vvijth supreme difficulty adjusted to 
the expansionist politics which a democratic society requires. The 
way in which the rising middle class, after the Reformation, enforced 
the adaptation of all social institutions to the economic power they 
acquired is only the most dramatic recent expression of this ten¬ 
dency. We have reached a phase in our civilization where, once 
1 “Go\eminent in War Time” in Dare We Look Ahead? 11941). 
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again, fundamental renovation is required. The war provides us 
with an opportunity to attempt it without going through one of 
those bitter internal conflicts which emerge when men refuse to 
look their problems starkly in the face, and act while there is time 
to agree upon the means of their peaceful resolution. 

But it is unlikely that the opportunity will outlast the duration 
of hostilities. The dramatic atmosphere of sacrifice will fade; fatigue 
will take the place of exhilaration; and policy will tend to grow 
out of differences men wish either to preserve >r overcome rather 
than from common objectives they wish to attain. That is surely 
already clear in the relations of the major political parties both in 
Britain and in the United States; the abyss, for example, which 
separates the Labour Party’s conception of post-war education from 
that of the Conservative Party is not greater than the abyss between 
the New Dealers’ conception of property-rights and that of ‘'eco¬ 
nomic royalists” like Mr. Henry Ford or Mr. Tom Girdler. But it 
is not less true on the international plane than on the domestic. 
The power-relations between the great states, especially between 
Great Britain and the United States, on the one hand, and Russia 
on the other, are bound to be set by the internal relations of pro¬ 
duction which they maintain. If these internal relations look to 
expansion as their end, we shall find that peace is the natural out¬ 
come of expansion; but if they still arc, as now, relations which 
imply restriction, the forces in play will as inevitably lead to war 
as in the inter-war years. We arc in a position where the needs of 
victory coincide with the opportunities renovation requires. The 
mood is present, as it is so rarely present, when no sectional interest 
could prevail against the national interest. But the mood will not 
outlive the war; and the leadership which fails to utilize its possi¬ 
bilities will, thereby, frustrate the very purposes it is seeking to fulfil. 

II 

The planned society, it is said, is the very negation of freedom./ 
It is destructive of man’s personality as an individual and unique 
human being. It means an autocratic state. It involves the regimen¬ 
tation of us all by great hordes of officials. We can sec, we are told, ' 
in Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy and Bolshevik Russia the price 
of the planned society. Its very essence is dictatorship. Our task is 
to recover the terms upon which the impartial and impersonal 
mechanism of the market, maintained by the rule of law, is the 
frame within which each of us pursues his life’s adventure. We need 
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anew that “invisible hand” of Adam Smith’s famous eulogy in 
which, by that miracle never fully explained to the common man, 
self-love and social good were somehow united in a majestic har¬ 
mony . 1 

Quite obviously such a view has many problems to explain. It 
has to show why the mechanism of the free market was increasingly 
replaced by those vast combinations which became almost empires 
which it was difficult not to confuse with the state-power itself. It 
has to demonstrate that liberty of contract can be given any mean¬ 
ing in the absence of equality of bargaining power; it has, indeed, 
to demonstrate why, in the full tide of the system, it meant all over 
the world that freedom had little or no meaning, as it has little or 
no meaning to-day, except for the owners of property. It has to 
justify a system which has rarely consented to any social reform 
until the postponement of its acquiescence has deprived the consent 
of any magnanimity of temper. Above all, it has to produce the 
proof that a state-power in which the instruments of production are 
privately owned is capable of maintaining an impartial rule of law. 
Certainly it was not so capable either in the United States or in 
Great Britain at the height of laissez-faire s success. The warnings 
of Emerson and Ghanning, the denunciations of Carlyle and Dickens 
and Ruskin, are, all of them, nothing so much as a massive com¬ 
mentary on the degradation of the common man which was the 
result of a society built upon a profound faith in the impersonal 
mechanism of the lice market . 2 

At the end of all its achievements, it still left the division between 
the few rich and the many poor the fundamental division in civili¬ 
zation. It still plated formidable barriers in the way of access by 
the masses to our intellectual heritage. It still did not dare to risk 
what Mr. Lippmann himself 3 regarded as an indispensable con¬ 
dition of freedom--a supply of truthful news. It still exploited every 

1 This is the thesis, presented with characteristic eloquence by Mr. Walter 
Lippmann m his flood Soc'ety (1937). He there accepts the view that only the 
free play of the maiket can safeguard libeity. This leads him to reject all forms 
of«ollec tivist planning on the guiund that they ultimately involve the rejection 
of the free maiket and therefore pw Undo the denial of as much freedom. Mr. 
Iappinann relies on the “lule of law”—a revived or revised law of nature—to 
maintain the necessary rules of the game he thinks that society ought to play. 
The main enthusiasts for his views 111 the United States were the members of 
the Libel ly League. 

* For the lustoiv of this liberal doctrine which Mr. Lippmann, and others of 
his way of thought, are anxious to revive, see my Rise of European Liberalism (1936) 

* See his Liberty ami the j\ew\ (1928). 
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prejudice of colour and race and creed in its search to safeguard 
the principle of acquisitiveness upon which it was built. It still, in 
considerable degree, made longevity, health, security, leisure, 
dependent upon the ownership of property. The rulers of its imperial 
domains bought legislatures and corrupted judges and officials with 
no sense of guilt unless their actions were found out. The armed 
forces of the state were still an instrument whereby, whatever the 
social consequences, its right to its privileges were forcibly main¬ 
tained; the sit-down strikes of 1937 in the LJ' ted States were the 
first industrial conflicts since the Civil VVai in which the President 
did not, in the name of law and order, inteivene on behalf of the 
owners of property once the dispute had reached important pro¬ 
portions. It still made the social sciences, at least in their academic 
expression, operate overwhelmingly within a framework which 
assumed that no one was really fit for an academic post who ques¬ 
tioned the title of the owners of property to their privileges. In 
Britain, it was notable that, during the century after the Reform 
Bill of 1832, the Conservative Party could find not a dozen working 
men whom it would choose to represent it in Parliament, even 
though, in that period, working men built up great organizations 
like the trade unions, the friendly societies, and the co-operative 
movement, all of them evidence of at least average political and 
economic ability. In all capitalist democracies the so-called “im¬ 
partial” men who presided over social and economic enquiries 
undertaken by the government were always chosen from professions 
dependent, like the legal profession, in a large degree on the owners 
of private property; and if, like Lord Sankey in 1919, they sur¬ 
prisingly reported that the private ownership of a fundamental 
commodity like coal could no longer work satisfactorily for the 
nation, they were treated like men who had betrayed a trust. 

The inherent weakness of the society built upon the mechanism 
■of the free market was, as Carlyle saw, that it built the essential 
relations between men on the basis of the cash-nexus merely. When 
it broke down the principle of birth as the foundation of privilege 
and replaced it with the principle of wealth, it secreted a fatal 
poison in the very roots of its soil. That poison was the establish¬ 
ment of the idea that the acquisition of property as the main source 
of power was the true end of man. Not holiness, not culture, not 
fellowship, were vital articles of the faith. Social life was, in Sir 
Henry Maine’s phrase, a “beneficent private war” in which, because 
the fittest survived, the fate of the individual was a matter of in¬ 
difference to the cosmos; it was rarely seen that, given the postulates. 
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fitness for survival tested only the acquisitiveness which was the 
energizing principle of social organization. It was an acquisitiveness 
which was always being compelled to pay a ransom it resented if 
the society was to be maintained as a going concern. It was always 
trying to extend its authority to spheres, religion, for example, or 
the arts, which it felt, rather than knew, to be a threat to its claims. 
It was always bound to press its criteria of value upon material to 
which they had no application; and, because the life of man is 
short, it was always bound to think of the immediate return rather 
than the long end. Anyone who has seen the abandoned settlements 
in the timber regions of the North-West Pacific States can see some¬ 
thing, in the physical sense, of the price society has paid for the 
elevation of acquisitiveness to the place of the main dogma in our 
secular religion. If it has promoted the development of science, it 
has been not le ss sue (cssful in its frustration. If it has assisted the 
growth of literacy, it has consistently argued that there can be too 
much education, and it has, thereby, gone far towards separating 
the masses from that share in the achievements of the creative 
imagination the enjoyment of which is the real fulfilment of theii 
humanity. The ultimate condemnation of the acquisitive society is 
its {(‘legation of the aitist to the periphery of its life so that he has 
become not the proof of its greatness but the plaything of its leisure. 
And, even as plaything, it is of profound significance that, with the 
painter, for example, the estimate of his work is set not by the 
beauty it embodies, but by the price the fashion of the moment will 
compel a iich man to pay who, mainly out of vanity, desires a 
reputation as a patron of the arts. 

I am not for one moment arguing either that acquisitiveness is a 
new thing - obviously it is as old as the world—or that we lack the 
men and women to protest against its authority. I am arguing only 
that, as the cential principle of social organization, it was bound to 
lead to a tragedy like the present war. An immense indictment 
could, no doubt, be drawn up against the civilization of ancient 
Athens; yet if one compares the defence of it. at its best, which 
Thucydides put into the mouth of Peru les, with Macaulay’s famous 
eulogy of the acquisitive society in its first and ardent dawn, 1 it is 
not easy to say that the verdict must go against ancient Athens. 
And Macaulav, we must remember, was speaking of a society which 
still had before it something like half a century of dramatic expan¬ 
sion. Our pioblem is the far giaver one that when a society built 
upon the acquisitive principle passes into its phase of contraction, 

1 Sport h of July 8. 1H31, Spftthti (Woild’s Classics Edition!, p. 27. 
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it entrusts its defence of the principle to men like Hitler and Musso¬ 
lini and Laval. They can only continue to impose it by war without 
and dictatorship within; for it has reached the stage where it is in 
necessary antagonism to all which gives dignity to the human spirit. 

All government, in fact, which represents the interests of property 
is bound, if those interests are built upon an acquisitive system in . 
decay, to be corrupt. Fascism has revealed to us that business men 
reject the claims of democracy as soon as these are seriously put i 
forward as a way of life and not as a formal * slitical procedure; 
more, than even in wartime, when the national existence is at stake, 
business men are afraid of the dynamic of democracy. Men of 
property, no doubt, will always announce their anxiety to be 
generous when crisis makes them dependent upon the co-operation 
of the masses; but it is the grim habit of war to reveal the depth . 
of corruption behind the rhetoric of their promises since it exhibits 
their fear lest they be taken at their word. 

Wherever men of property in an acquisitive society that is in its 
phase of contraction are challenged, it becomes apparent that jus¬ 
tice is impossible between nations and individuals whose claims on 
welfare are not recognized as equal. For such a challenge always 
breeds fear; and this infects every nook and cranny in the com¬ 
munity. The official class is anxious at all costs to avoid mistakes; 
it refuses to see that when men are always afraid of making mistakes, 
they are likely to accomplish nothing at all. Too many of them will 
take refuge in the pathetic fallacy that the multiplication of papers 
is the proof of fruitful energy. They will insist upon a fictitious 
impartiality of outlook; thereby they become blind to the fact that 
men who have no point of view can never put philosophy into their 
actions. They refuse to risk that extension of the limits of the prac¬ 
ticable which a great war always makes possible lest they lose their 
reputation for soundness. They fail to understand that, in a decaying 
system, war reopens grievances that had been thought forgotten as 
it creates potentialities which had not been previously suspected. 
When this timidity on the part of property-owners is combined with 
caution in the official class, it is difficult for a government to seize 
or to maintain the initiative in action; for this initiative is always 
born of that audacity in ideas which, by winning the imagination 
of the masses, creates the environment in which great leadership 
secures a full and free response. The power of a nation to engage all 
its energies in war depends, in a democracy, on the willingness of its 
rulers to embark upon great reforms; in their absence, only rapid 
and overwhelming success will maintain confidence in a faith the 
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purpose of which becomes increasingly alien from the experience 
the masses are seeking to affirm. 

Those thinkeis, therefore, who, like Mr. Lippmann, regard all 
forms of collectivism as a threat to freedom have, I suggest, for¬ 
gotten two things. They have forgotten, first, that the substance of 
freedom requires redefinition in every new set of historical circum¬ 
stances, for these give a different emphasis to the impact it makes. 
The consumer’s freedom of choice among a large variety of goods 
seems far more important to the liberty of a distinguished journalist 
who has never felt the pinch of poverty than it does to a migratory 
labourer wondering if he will find a job as he “hitch hikes” from 
the cotton-fields of Georgia to the vast fiuit farms of San Joaquin 
valley. The danger of bureaucracy implicit in state-ownership will 
impress Mr. Ford far more than it is likely to impress one of Mr. 
Ford’s employees who is seeking to escape victimization because 
one of Mr. Ford’s industrial spies has reported that the employee 
has joined a union. The absence of equality and security from the 
context of licedom as the masses experience it means that the 
judgment of its reality is made on cpiitc different premisses by an 
unskilled labourer and a successful man of letters. They dwell in 
realms the contact between which is too fragmentary in character 
for a common interpretation of freedom to be normally valid for 
both. 

1 he second thing, I think, which men like Mr. Lippmann forget, 
is not less nnpoitant. '1 he mle of law under whose operation freedom 
is to achieve its reality is, after all, a principle with a fairly long 
history behind it. And if the buiden of that history has one out¬ 
standing lesson it is that, over the social process as a whole, the rule 
of law is only equally applied as between persons, whether indivi¬ 
dual citizens, oi corporate bodies, whose claim on the state-power 
is bioadly iccognized as equal, first of all, it is invariably subject 
to suspension in an emergency where the executive deems a certain 
result of vital impoitance; even Lincoln suspended the writ of 
habeas coipus during the Civil Wat. Secondly, the rule of law is 
not an automatic, principle ol action which operates indifferently 
as to time and place and the pci sons to whom, as judges, its appli¬ 
cation is entilisted. It is veiy likely to be one thing for a Negro in 
Geoigia and another thing tor a white man in Georgia; and then, 
again, prelty much the same thing for Negro and white man in 
Massachusetts. The history of the use of the injunction by American 
courts in labour disputes; of the widely divergent interpretations of 
which the Fourteenth Amendment was capable in the hands of 
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Mr. Justice Holmes and Mr. Justice McRevnolds; of the practically 
irreconcilable premisses upon which, in England, Lord Haldane and 
Lord Sumner approached the examination of judicial authority 
entrusted to executive hands; of the doctrine of “public policy” in 
such a case as Osborne v. Amalgamated Society of Railway St wants, 1 or 
of the canons of statutory interpretation invoked by the judges in 
such a case as Roberts v. Hopwood 2 ; of the elasticity of concepts like 
“sedition” and “seditious conspiracy” which varies with the era in 
which the alleged offence is committed, the or nions of the judge 
presiding over the trial, and. not at all impiobably, with the social 
composition of the jury trying the case; the clear implications of the 
relation of the rule ol law to politics in such famous trials as those 
of Dreyfus, of Mooney and Billings, and of Sacco and Vanzetti; 
all these ought to warn us that if, as Mr. Lippmann argues, the rule 
of law reflects a law of nature within the protective envelope of 
which freedom is to be found, it is a law of nature the content of 
which has never an unchanging and equal application. No small 
part of the discredit into which the Weimar Republic fell was the 
outcome of the fact that its judges applied one standard of evidence 
and sentence to Nazi offenders against the law, and another and 
much severer standard to offenders with socialist or communist 
convictions. 3 

The fact simply is that the content of the rule of law is set by 
that sanctioned usage which the play of social forces tends to make 
predominant in some given time and place; and the history of the 
relations of production proves incontrovcrtibly that they play by all 
odds the most vital part in determining what usage will be sanc¬ 
tioned. Tn a society like ours, committed, almost, to the religion of 
inequality, it will vary in its application from class to class. To see 
in its operations, therefore, a permanent safeguard of that equality 
before the law which is of the inner essence of the democratic idea of 
freedom is to make at least the abstraction, if not, in truth, real 
nonsense, of a good deal of legal history. Law is that body of rules 
behind which the state places the authority of its supreme coercive 
power. Those rules arc not made in the service of abstract concepts, 
however noble in appeal. They arc made because those who made 
them were, no doubt, convinced that they were wise and just. But 
that conviction, in its turn, is born of the interests the government 
of a state decides that it must protect; and a close examination of 

1 (1910) A.C. 87. 1 (192'i) A.C. 578. 

3 R. T. Clark, The Fall of the G:rman Republic (London: George Allen & Unwin 
Ltd., 1936), is much the best account in English of these years. 



318 reflections on the revolution of our time 

most of its decisions will show that they are intelligible, like Lord 
Abinger’s rule in Priestley v. Fowler, l only in the context of the 
relations of production. 

Mr. Lippmann, in short, and those who think with him, have 
still to make the discovery which transformed Jeremy Bentham 
from a benevolent Tory into a radical reformer—the discovery that 
the law can easily be bent to the service of what Bentham called 
“sinister interest,” and that those who so bend it may quite sincerely 
believe that this “sinister interest” is, in fact, identical with the 
well-being of the community. And the more unequal the society, 
the more likely is this identification. The conquerors in an acquisi¬ 
tive society have rarely the imagination to see its problems from 
the angle of vision of the conquered. In judging the idea of freedom 
not as concept but in application, it is important to remember 
that the analysis and history have mostly been written by the 
conquerors or their dependents. Freedom in the capitalist demo¬ 
cracy in which the middle class established, first, its right to freedom 
from state interference, and, when its security was in hazard, its 
equal right to protection by the state from those who, externally, 
threatened that security, is one thing when its history is written by 
Mat aulay or Guizot; it is a very different thing when it is written 
by a Catholic who believes in monarchy like Mr. Belloc, or a socialist 
of Jat ohm origins like Louis Blanc. No doubt every society contains 
men and women who can transcend the limitations of their private 
inteiest, and perceive the national validity of the case for its sacri¬ 
fice; and tilt' debt we owe to them when they refuse to accept the 
conventional standards of their time is immeasurable. But, as a 
general rule, the social philosophy of an age is an attempt to justify, 
with the appiopiiate apparatus of learning, the way of life of those 
who succeed in that age. Wo all remember Locke; the very power¬ 
ful critiis who attacked his work gather dust upon the shelves, and 
only the (h (.ision.il antiquaiian disturbs their peaceful obsolescence. 
Few people paid any attention to that remarkable school of early 
English socialists, men like Hall and Thompson and Bray, until the 
o\olution of so< ial forces had made trade unionism a vital histoiical 
foice and men like Marx ami Engels had provided it with a flaming 
indictment of its opponents by which it was persuaded to believe 
that the future was on its side. 

I he case against a planmd democracy, or, rather, the ease that 
planning is incompatible with denioe r.u y, that Mr. Lippmann has 
sought to make must, abo\e all, be read in this backgiound. It has, 

1 (1 3, At. & IV., i, 7. 
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like the work of Mieses and Professor Robbins, all the historical 
characteristics which mark the defence of a system which is nearing 
its close. It renews, as at such a period theic is always renewed, the 
eager claims made for the system in its first creative epoch. Its early 
power to liberate men by the expansion it has made possible is 
discussed with zest as though it was a contemporary feature of the 
system. Its quintessence, in its epoch of outstanding achievement, 
is extracted from the disfiguiements it has accn'ed about it as it 
moved into its phase of contraction, and lhe« aie explained away 
as irrelevant to the thing-in itself. We are then urged to recreate 
the conditions of its dc.<vn; and we are warned that this is the only 
condition upon which we can avoid disaster. 

But in actual history theie is never recreation of this kind. Adam 
Smith’s “simple system of natural liberty” which Mr. Lippmann 
and Professor Robbins desire so ardently to rebuild was no more 
than a generalization, like all social theories, from the specific con¬ 
ditions of his day. It was, of course, a remarkable gcnci alization, 
massively conceived and stoutly supported by a brilliantly selected 
body of testimony. As its main outlines were applied, it gave, at any 
rate to Britain, many of the benefits Adam Smith claimed that it 
would bestow. It gave them, indeed, for special reasons very par¬ 
tially valid elsewhere, least of all valid in a new country like the 
United States, or an old country which, like Germany, had not 
found, and until Bismarck did not find, the conditions of effective 
economic unity. Its intellectual hold was, even in the first half of 
the nineteenth century, far more limited than the more enthusiastic 
of its devotees were willing to admit; for the alternative generali¬ 
zation of Alexander Hamilton, which List imported into Europe, 
fitted the climate of a deepening nationalism more aptly, if less 
pioductively. Adam Smith’s ideas were well suited to the “nation 
of shopkeepers” whose customers were the whole world. But it is 
not difficult to understand why a Jugoslav delegate could insist to 
the League Economic Conference of 1927 that the postulates upon 
which the system was based could only be afforded by a powerful 
economic nation whose industries were strong enough to stand the 
pressure of world competition without aid from the stale. 

The truth is that the “simple system of natural liberty” ceased 
to be workable in the middle part of the nineteenth century; it 
was slain by the growth of the limited liability company, the growth 
of technological invention, and the discovery, by the upper and 
middle classes in alliance in the old world, and the men of property 
in the new, that they could use the state-power, both internally 
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and externally, to protect their privileges from invasion. The system, 
as in Dickens’s day, was strong enough to admit recruits from 
below as the British aristocracy had always done in the hey-day of 
its power; but it is evident in the later woik of Dickens that the 
self-confidence is already beginning to fade. The system has already 
to be safeguarded by an increasing degree of state-intervention. 
Public health, public education, factory conditions, the rights of 
labour all require the increasing repudiation of laissez-faire • And in 
the United States, where national self-confidence was born only 
after the Civil War, it becomes obvious within little more than 
twenty years that the state-power must intervene to set limits to 
what Theodore Roosevelt called the practices of “malefactors of 
great wealth.” “My faith in the people governing,” said Dickens in 
1869, “is, on the whole, infinitesimal; my faith in the people gov¬ 
erned is, on the whole, illimitable.” That was because Dickens felt 
that the “people governing” were an essentially “sinister interest” 
in society, tempered only by the achievements of benevolent men 
of the type of Oastler and Shaftesbury. 

As early as 1843 Dickens had ceased to have any faith in the 
ruling class of Bntain. “ I he necessity of a mighty change,” he 
wrote to the Benthamite rcfoimer South woe d Smith, “1 clearly 
sec.” That insight did not become gcncial until, with the first 
world-war, it became ever more clear that the central econcmic 
and social problems of our civilization were not compatible with 
the continued existence of capitalist democracy. The masses were 
no longer willing anywhere, at its close, to admit the claim of 
Lord Salisbury that “the afllucnce of the rich is necessary for the 
amelioration of the condition of the poor.” 1 What Lord Salisbury 
was probably seeking to say was that a country must produce more 
than it consumed if it was to be able to develop its estate. What 
he did not seem to understand was that capital at < umulation for 
such development could, as the experience of Russia nude evident, 
be a deliberate and planned act of state-policy as it had previously 
been the by-product of a sum of individual efforts. Nor did he 
realize, any more than Mr. Lippmann realized, that the admission, 
in a capitalist democracy, of a limited area in which state-action 
was desirable still assumed the neutral character of the state-power 
and concealed the fact that the operations of that state-power were 
in the hands of men whose auihoi lty depended upon the gocdwill 
ol the owners of property. 

The unconsc ious agenda of capitalist democracy, in slioit, as this 
1 Post-War Conservative Policy (London, 1942), p. 5. 
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is conceived by the opponents of planning, is really built on two 
unexplored assumptions. The first is that because the main modern 
states are built upon universal suffrage, each citizen, in fac t, counts 
for one and not more than one in the making of political decisions; 
and the second is that citizens generally, and the members of a 
government in particular, can rise above the implications of their 
private experience to that vantage ground where the effective con¬ 
siderations which weigh with them disregard the limitations of that 
experience. 

Neither of these assumptions, of course, is true; and neither is 
made true by the fact that every society offers remarkable instances 
of people who can transcend the limitations of private experience. 
The truth is that the individual citizen is helpless in a modern 
democracy unless he has extraordinary powers or the special posi¬ 
tion which birth or wealth bestows; without one of these, the 
measure of his influence in the thing for which he is anxious is the , 
strength of the combination of like-minded persons with whom, in 
this context, he is in alliance. And since few men have extraordinary 
powers, or the special position which great wealth or birth bestows, 
the working of a democratic system depends upon the degree to 
which the second of these assumptions is valid. Even if we grant 
that most members of most democratic governments sincerely seek 
to do their best, the historic evidence that this best docs not go far 
enough to make what Mr. Lippmann calls the “good society” good 
for the large mass of its members is overwhelming. 

John Stuart Mill has told us, in a moving page of his Autobiography , 
how he and his friends “while fully recognizing the superior excel¬ 
lence of unselfish benevolence and love of justice, . . . did not 
expect the regeneration of mankind from any direct action on those 
sentiments, but from the effect of educated intellect, enlightening 
the selfish feelings.” 1 But there are two comments upon this view 
which must be made. The first is the grim pessimism with which 
the economists of the post-Napoleonic epoch confronted the future 
of mankind. “No one,” wrote Cairnes, 2 “can have studied political 
economy in the works of its earlier cultivators without being struck 
with the dreariness of the outlook which, in the main, it discloses 
for the human race. It seems to have been Ricardo’s deliberate 
opinion that a substantial improvement in the condition of the mass 
of mankind was impossible.” This view,' the joint outcome of 

1 Autobiography (World’s Classics Edition), p. 94. 

* Appendix to A. Bain, J. S. Mill (1882), p. 197. 

X 
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Malthus’s principle of population and the iron law of wages, was 
given additional emphasis by the grave inadequacy of British 
administration, and, indeed, of any civil service save that, perhaps, 
of Prussia, before 1870 or thereabouts; it was the general climate 
of opinion to assume that the economists had proved the folly, in 
almost all cases, of positive action by the state. The best that could 
be hoped for was either the revival of that noblesse oblige which 
Disraeli so curiously compounded from the Patriot King and Burke 
or else that survival of the fittest which would ensue when the 
imprudent and the thriftless had gone to the wall. Dickens was not 
far wrong when, behind the stout fortress of Manchesterism, he 
discerned the oily complacency of Mr. Podsnap. 

But the second comment relates to our own day. We can study 
the “effect of educated intellect” in the conquerors of the richest 
civilization the world has so far known in the massive body of 
enquiries which followed upon the accession of President Roosevelt 
to office in 1933. No one would seriously suggest that the revelations 
of the Senate investigation of Wall Street, 1 suggested that “the 
selfish feelings” had been “enlightened” there. The simple tfuth 
is that, in a capitalist democracy, those who own or control the 
capital have different premisses of action from those who have 
nothing but their labour-power to sell; and when these latter send 
a reforming President to the White House the former either become 
altogether uncertain about the validity of democratic principles or 
insist that departures from the principles of laissez-faire are the 
denial of democracy. When cx-Amhassador Kennedy, on his return 
from London to the United States in the autumn of 1940 said, irtv 
a famous interview, that “democracy is finished in England,”’he 
meant, like Mr. Lippmann, to say that democracy was the “simple 
system of natural liberty”* in which successful men could take full 
advantage of the mechanism of the free market. And what that full 
advantage involved Judge Pecora had decisively demonstrated as 
he examined witness after witness from Wall Street before the Black 
Committee of the Senate. 

Those, therefore, who seek to maintain the mechanism of the free 
market, upon the basis of private Ownership of the means of pro¬ 
duction, and argue, like Mr. Lippmann, that the alternative is 
dictatorship, are really asking for other things obscured by the 
character ol their argument. They are asking us to restore the 


1 Cf. Ferdinand Pecora, Wall Street on Oath (1934). 

' cf m Y article in Harper's Magazine, November, 1940. 
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capitalist democracy that existed in the days before the advent of 
giant industry. Very largely, their anxiety for this restoration is a 
nostalgia for the security it seemed to offer, and the relative sim¬ 
plicity with which it was able to impose its discipline. A distinguished 
intellectual, like Mr. Lippmann, a successful speculator like Mr. 
Kennedy, felt free when that security was available and its appro¬ 
priate discipline raised no problems they could not face. But they 
had never really investigated the price that was paid for their 
freedom. They saw only that there w<\s no in 'rference with their 
activities by the state-power. They notea that where, in other 
countries, there was such interference, the kind of freedom they 
enjoyed was not available to men of their type. They therefore 
inferred that the wider the area of intervention by the state-power, ' 
the smaller was bound to be the degree of civic freedom. 

This is why the despotism of the business man can appear to 
him as freedom, and why he can be quite genuinely amazed that 
h does not appear in this light to his dependents. That is the reason 
which enables him, in some mysterious fashion, to convince him¬ 
self that, say, the private ownership of the American Telephone 
Company is democracy at work, but that the public ownership of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority is communism, and, therefore, 
contrary to sound “American” principles. Mr. Thurman Arnold 
has quoted the illuminating evidence of Mr. J. E. Edgerton, a 
former President of the National Manufacturers’ Association at the 
hearings of the Senate Committee on the Black-Connery Bill for 
the regulation of wages and hours of labour in American industry. 
Mr. Edgerton explained that “he never thought of paying men on 
a basis of what they need ... he paid men for efficiency. Per¬ 
sonally, he attended to all those other things, social welfare stuff, 
in his church work. . . . That’s the feeling side of life, church 
contributions and church work. That’s not business.” 1 Mr. Edgerton 
takes the view that Burke took when he wrote that “politics and 
the pulpit are terms that have little agreement.” He assumes that 
when the needs of the working man begin to affect the habits of 
business enterprise the logic of democracy is in danger. It does not 
occur to him that the working man may think a system in which 
his needs are satisfied has a vital relation to freedom and demo¬ 
cracy. 

The position we have reached is the simple one in which the 

1 Quoted by Mr. Thurman Arnold in his Folklore of Capitalism (1937), p. 361, 
from the Washington Post of June 12, 1937 
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philosophy of the system under which we live makes it impossible 
for us to satisfy the needs that we encounter. And our position is 
the more difficult because not only does that philosophy enable the 
needs of the most powerful interests to be satisfied, but it is sup¬ 
ported by profound traditional emotions which regard with horror 
the prospect of its replacement; and those emotions are so deeply 
embedded in those who accept them that any change in the social 
values they represent seems like an attack upon the inherent order 
of nature. That is why Mr. Uppmann takes the American way of 
life he happens to like and identifies it with democracy and freedom. 
He then sets against it the counter-revolutionary societies of Italy 
and Gcimany, and that Soviet Union which had hardly emerged 
from chaos and civil war to the grim insecurities of the inter-war 
years over which, as we can now see, the shadow of the second 
world-conflict was already looming, and declares that a planned 
society is incompatible with freedom and democracy. 

But he does not, of course, draw attention to what is omitted 
from his argument. He lias, in fact, assumed that the conceptual 
pattern of the “good society” is realized, in a general way, in the 
societies in which wc live; and his emotional attachment to the 
principles of that pattern enables him to disregard or to minimize 
what they mean for those men to whom Mr. Edgerton paid sixteen 
dollars a week for an average of forty-two weeks in the year because 
it was their “efficiency” as a source of profit and not their “needs” 
as human beings which seemed to him important. Mr. Lippmann, 
moreover, assumes the identity of association with causation. The 
main planned societies wc have known in recent years have been 
dictatorships; from this he infers that we can only plan in dictatorial 
terms. The importance of the historical context in which the dic¬ 
tators rose to power is left out of sight; we are asked to believe that 
it was the decision to plan which led to the destruction of freedom. 
And, all the time, Mr. Lippmann, and those who belong to his 
school of thought, are building their “simple system of natural 
liberty” upon the basis that the state-power is a neutral force 
making objective laws whieh, by an unexplained but mysterious 
magic, affect men equally whose claims upon the common welfare 
are not recognized as equal. 

It is, of course, inevitable, when a social system is drawing to its 
close, that men should seek to recommend the principles by which 
it achieved its victories. For, first, our fear of the unknown, our 
distaste for the risk of large-scale experiment, always gives the past 
a glamour which a hazardous future can scarcely claim; and since 
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most social philosophies are a rationalization of the claims that 
have won rather than the claims which seek for victory, they are 
more likely to be written from the angle of the holders of power as 
their justification than from that of their opponents who seek to 
destroy what those holders have so laboriously built up. That is 
why the growth in the number of officials in the positive state seems 
so much more dangerous an attack upon freedom to successful men 
who, the armed forces, the police and the postman apart, have 
little need of the state, than it does to the working man who has 
begun to find in the National Labour Relations Board that the 
right of recognized combination can set liberty of contract in the 
context of a more equal bargaining power. That is why, also, it is 
far easier to convince a member of the New York Stock Exchange 
that the Tennessee Valley Authority puts his historic liberties in 
danger than the resident of the area it serves who enjoys, for the 
first time, equal access to cheap electric power and water-supply. 
That is why the impersonal mechanism of the market, in an un¬ 
equal society, increases the authority of the powerful at the expense 
of the weak and leaves the latter with a sense of frustration and* 
impotence for which the sense of freedom and ease in the powerful 
is in truth no compensation. There could hardly, I think, be a 
grimmer comment on that strategy of freedom Mr. Lippmann 
recommends than the fact that, in a period of war like our own, it 
makes administratively impossible any real attempt at equality of 
sacrifice. 

But the fatal case against the “simple system of natural liberty” 
on the terms upon which Mr. Lippmann and others recommend it 
is, I think, twofold. First, it involves an historical regression in the 
institutional forms of industry which either, as in the Sherman Act, 
never adequately attain their purpose of restoring “healthy” com¬ 
petition, or results in an attack upon vested interests which, given 
their relation to government in a capitalist democracy, the state- 
power is rarely in a position to sustain. From this angle, anyone 
who measures the disproportion between the effort of Mr. Thurman 
Arnold, the Assistant Attorney-General, to break up monopolies in 
the United States, and the results he has been able to attain even 
with a vast army of officials (whose growth seems to this school a 
threat to freedom) will, I suggest, be tempted to conclude that as 
fast as the government discovers devices to restore competition, so 
fast, also, will the ingenuity of lawyers find ways around those 
devices; the scale of the problem is beyond the power of a govern¬ 
ment that is subject to the normal pressure-politics of capitalist 
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democracy. 1 And it is not less vital to understand that the con¬ 
sumer’s sovereignty which the “good society” is to afford us, if it 
is not protected by state-planning on a democratic basis, in matters 
of fundamental concern, will, in fact, encounter capitalist planning 
which, both in production and in distribution, creates mechanisms 
for the exploitation of the consumer which go far to destroying any 
prospect of that sovereignty by the creation of private empires which 
effectively challenge it. “What is notable among British consoli¬ 
dations and associations,” wrote the Committee on Trusts in 1919, 
“is not their rarity or weakness so much as their unobtrusiveness. 
There is not much display in the window but there is a good selec¬ 
tion inside.” That is an understatement a quarter of a century 
later. And to their influence must be added the increasing power 
of the retail trade associations which extends from the protection 
of coffee-stall keepers to the defence of the interests of undertakers. 2 
Not the least interesting aspect of this latter development is the 
growing institution among these associations of what they tend to 
call “codes of ethics” which, when their panoply of rhetoric is 
stripped away, usually turn out to be variations upon the theme of 
the ancient adage that dog does not eat dog. 

But the other aspect is not less important. An unplanned society 
means an unequal society; and an unequal society may still be not 
unfairly divided into Matthew Arnold’s three broad categories of 
“barbaiians, philistincs, populace.” Its tragedy is that its depen¬ 
dence upon the possession of “effective demand” in the economists’ 
sense, makes its central principle acquisitiveness; and to this prin¬ 
ciple all other aspects of life become subordinated. The influence 
of this pnnciplc is written painfully over the history of English 
education; it has had a baneful effect upon the place of scientific 
reseatth in the national life; it has limited the power both of the 
central gov eminent and of local authorities to recognize their duty 
to piomote the fine arts, the drama, and learning and literature. 
By making the man who was successful in acquisition the object of 
its main admiration, it has never been able to escape from the 

1 It is inteiesting to compare Mr. Arnold’s views of the limits of possible 
achievement m this field before his appointment as Assistant Attorney-General 
with lus views after his appointment. Cf. The Folklore qf Capitalism (1937), chap, ix, 
with his Bottlenecks of Capitalism (1940). 

* Cf Professor Hermann Levy’s Retail Trade Associations (1942). It is interesting 
to note that in the last chapter of his book Professor Levy concludes in favour 
o! 1 evening the attitude of freedom which the Common Law has taken and 
suggests the creation of a new government department with “a staff of well- 
trained . . civil servants” to deal with them. 
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belief that poverty is, somehow, the evidence not merely of failure 
but even of sin; and the result of that outlook is that the poor man 
is still regarded, especially when he is unemployed, as morally 
inferiof to the man in steady work. Even when, with the coming of 
social insurance in its different forms, that charity which, in the 
days of Dickens and Carlyle was largely a nauseating safeguard of 
property against revolution, was replaced by the idea that main¬ 
tenance was a right, it still retained the idea, as VV. R. Greg put 
it in his criticism of Young England, “of benefits to an inferior 
not . . . justice Jo a fellow man.” 1 We still live in the shadow of 
that grim pessimism by which Malthus and Ricardo seemed to make 
the imposition of a rigorous discipline upon the poor a part of the 
law of nature. It is better administered because so largely profes¬ 
sionalized; but the distinction between the “deserving” and “un¬ 
deserving” poor still lies at the base of all our remedial arrangements. 
Since “deserving” is a moral category, that is perhaps why Mr. 
Edgerton thinks that “social welfare” is a matter that he must 
consider not as an employer, but as a Churchman; and Mr. Edgerton 
ii not alone in drawing that distinction. 2 

Here, as I think, is the ultimate weakness of the social system 
which is drawing to its close. By building itself around the idea of 
acquisition, it degraded the dignity of human, nature in the masses;* 
and by the very fact of that degradation it separated its successful 
men from its unsuccessful by the abyss of fear. It knew ho way of 
bridging that abyss save charity, and its rulers were always uneasily 
conscious that charity which, in a just society, could be one of the 
most gracious of the virtues, in an acquisitive society bore all the 
marks of that ransom which injustice pays to fear. Once it had 
made the power to acquire the normal criterion of success, it lost 
its main hold upon a system of values capable of rational defence. 
Its standard at the top was, as Veblen so repiarkably showed, 8 the 
Ability of the successful to prove their success by their capacity to 
waste conspicuously. And because power was so predominantly a 
function of property there was no aspect of the social fabric which 
could escape this economic permeation; those who operated it dared 
not experiment with the possibilities of a faith which denied its 
central theme. Good, on their view, consisted of the solid, material 

1 Westminster Review , June 1845. I owe the quotation to the admirable and 
illuminating book of Mr. Humphrey House, The Dickens World (1941). 

* Cf. letters in The Times of October 1, 1942, from Dean Inge, the ex-Dean of 
St. Paul’s, and Mr. C. K. Allen, the Warden of Rhodes House, Oxford. 

• The Theory qf the Leisure Class (London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1904). 
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things that are capable of purchase and Sale; and, quite obviously, 
the more costly they were the more of goodness they contained. 

Set, as this philosophy was set, in the background of an economics 
of scarcity, it was only capable on two conditions of binding men 
together in the unity of fellowship. It could do so in its period of 
expansion, since it then made real for the masses the hope that they, 
too, could share in well-being. It could do so in a period of crisis, 
a catastrophe, for instance, like an earthquake or a war, when the 
depth of the dangers men share in common enable them to find the 
realities of one another in a purpose which transcends its normal 
scale of values; for it is above all in the common experience of a 
transcendent purpose that men discover that the true goods canriot 
be bought and sold. 

But there is a fatal flaw where the first condition operates. The 
price that is paid for the inherent logic of an acquisitive society is 
. the heavy one that its rulers mistake security for freedom. They do 
not oppress the masses so long as they feel safe; but they only feel 
safe so long as they are certain that the power of the armed forces 
and the police is sufficient to safeguard their privileges from attack, 
and that certainty is only rarely available and then only for brief 
periods. In times of crisis, the sense of fellowship lasts only while 
the danger endures; when it has passed, as the last war showed, the 
abyss of fear again separates men from one another. Security may 
re-emerge, as it rc-cmerged in 1794 after Thermidor, after the 
June days of 1848, after the suppression of the Commune in the 
spring of 1871, after the defeat of the Russian Revolution in 1905; 
but such security lacks altogether the power to satisfy that hunger 
for creative adventure which is central to the climate of freedom. 

What is, in fact, fatal to the plea that the good society can be 
unplanned and acquisitive is, from one angle, that behind the forms 
of capitalist democracy it always, in sober truth, becomes a pluto¬ 
cracy ; while, from another angle, it always ultimately is hostile to 
any purpose which seeks to make impalpable values like goodness 
and beauty and truth more desirable than material wealth. That 
is shown by the historical evidence that whoever defends a purpose 
of this kind endangers the security of an unplanned society; that is 
why most movements which seek to realize the Christianity of the 
Gospels are driven, like the early Quakers, to come to terms with 
the world they set out to change, or, like the Spiritual Franciscans, 
arc broken on the wheel of material power. 

For we never sufficiently remember how fragile is the hold of 
our acquisitive society upon the great mass of its members, how 
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deep are the resentments beneath the formal appearance of sub¬ 
mission to its habits. Yet that is the truth we have to re-learn in 
each revolutionary epoch of history. It is of decisive importance that 
the first phase in such epochs is always a period of exhilaration, 
not seldom, even, when the splendour of the ideal of fraternity is 
re-emphasized. The one gospel that always brings a sense of hope 
is the gospel that all things must be made new. No doubt it is a 
dangerous doctrine. But men feel a real liberation in the effort to 
overcome its dangers, partly because the adventure itself is freedom, 
and partly because the conquest of fear is the true fulfilment of self. 
The security which our present system affords to the few by its 
endowment of ownership with religious value, means, for the over¬ 
whelming majority of men a drab routine with only an occasional 
moment of escape. It condemns the masses to insignificance because 
it fears the effect upon them of the call to fulfilment; for it is con¬ 
vinced that the response to that call means the end of its security. 
Yet it is not in fact surprising that a society which thus dwarfs the 
personality of its members should fail to evoke the emotions out of 
which a system builds the power to endure. 

This is the main reason, it may be added in parenthesis, why the 
counter-revolution, in its initial stages, could make an appeal to 
many of the men whose interests as a class it had come to destroy. 
They were frustrated and disillusioned; the counter-revolution pre¬ 
sented itself as adventure and danger and hope. They responded to 
its call because it seemed to offer an escape from the insignificance 
to which they felt themselves condemned by capitalist democracy 
in decay. No doubt the counter-revolutionary leaders were false 
Messiahs who preached a false gospel. But the disillusioned masses 
who heard them were more moved by the fact that it was a gospel 
than by the fact that it was false. 

Here, as I see it, is the fatal error of those who seek to defeat the 
counter-revolution in the name of our traditional institutions; they 
forget that it is the character of our traditional institutions which ' 
has provoked the counter-revolution. The savage barbarities of 
Hitlerism may give enough power to them to enable the challenge 
to be overcome. But the loyalty evoked by that power will not last. 
It is the loyalty of a negative indignation, not the loyalty of a posi¬ 
tive conviction. All over the world, the masses are increasingly 
aware of the hollowness of the faith, the emptiness of the values, 
traditional institutions have been able to impose. That is the mean¬ 
ing of the restless spirit of our times; and it is strengthened by its 
alliance with the Russian Revolution. It may well be—though 
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even this is doubtful—that victory over Hitlerism will give the old 
order a temporary respite. But neither the prestige of victory nor 
the emotion of ecclesiastical organization will be able for any serious 
length of time to give the stability of renewed faith to that order. 
The society of the future must make up its mind to pursue its search 
for freedom in the context of equality if it desires to avoid the 
tragedy of a revolutionary war without being followed by a revolu¬ 
tionary war within. To achieve that context while there is time, it 
must build the foundations of a planned democracy. 

Ill 

It requires no elaborate argument to prove that a planned society 
imposed by the state-power after society has been bitterly rent in 
pieces by civil war is not likely, for a long period, to admit the 
climate of freedom, even where, as in Russia, the purpose of the 
plan is to benefit the community as a whole. Ancient habits persist; 
historic suspicions linger; and if Napoleon from his tomb could set 
his nephew upon the throne of France, it is not surprising that, 
down to the very outbreak of the war, the makers of the Soviet 
Union found it hard to admit the right of opposition. Even after 
twenty-five years, only one party in Russia has the legal right to 
existence. In the light of the traditional political habits of capitalist 
democracy, it is not, perhaps, surprising that the critics of planning 
should see in freedom its antithesis. 

Yet we must be careful to avoid some obvious fallacies of per¬ 
spective. That freedom and a planned society are contradictory 
terms would not be a legitimate inference from the experience of 
building up the Soviet Union in a hostile world, after crushing 
defeat in war, after four years of civil struggle and foreign inter¬ 
vention, with a population overwhelmingly illiterate and with but 
little experience of the disciplined precision in work which is exacted 
by the technology of the machine. It would not be legitimate, 
either, to conclude that what the ruling class in capitalist democracy 
agrees to recognize as freedom is the only valid way in which we 
qan regard it. To argue, as the critics of planned democracy argue, 
that its ultimate decisions are a priori authoritarian, and, therefore, 
incompatible with freedom, is merely skilful fencing which by¬ 
passes all the vital factors in the problem. To insist, as the critics 
do, that a planned democracy means a society overwhelmed with 
officials, and, therefore, permeated by a bureaucratic temper from 
which the mood of freedom is alien, is either a species of that 



FREEDOM IN A PLANNED DEMOCRACY 331 

anarchism which, as Mr. Shaw once said, regards the policeman 
as a standing defiance of personal liberty, or wholly to mistake the 
endless habituation to an imposed routine within which all but 
a small proportion of our own society is committed. To compare 
the relative poverty in the supply of consumers’ goods in a co¬ 
operative store in Moscow or Tashkent with the massive richness 
of choice in Fifth Avenue or Bond Street is to forget, first, the grave 
alternatives between which the Soviet Union has to choose—as 
well as to be ungrateful for the result on ourselves of the choice it 
made—and, second, the small number of those in either the United 
States or Britain to whom that massive richness of choice is in fact 
available. To urge, as the critics of planning urge, that it destroys 
the great chance of the free and varied career our own system 
offers must appear curiously ironical to, say, a retired miner in South 
Wales as he contrasts the opportunities he enjoyed with those that 
the planned society has opened since 1917 to any man or woman 
of energy and character in Russia; and the contrast, I venture to 
think, must seem even more striking to a peasant’s son, like Timo¬ 
shenko, when he reflects upon what his history might have been 
if the Revolution of October had not been triumphant. 

But economics, we are told, 1 involves making decisions between 
the alternative uses of scarce means, and there must be a loss of 
fieedom if, with the abandonment of the impersonal mechanism of 
the market, with objective price as the measure of supply and 
demand, political authority intervenes to decide what shall be 
made and the price at which it is to be sold. And there are, it is 
insisted, two further dangers. Men, it is said, who are disposing of 
capital that is not their own lack the incentives to efficiency and 
inventiveness which, whatever its defects, the profit-making motive 
supplies; and there is the risk that the governing group may take 
advantage of their position to acquire privileges for themselves 
which are not proportionate to the function they perform but to 
the power of which they dispose. And there is the danger, even 
beyond these, that the “pull” on politics of the producer may 
unfairly tilt the democratic equilibrium towards the group or groups 
in a strategically pivotal position. 

The first of these arguments refuses to confront the central issue 
that it raises. Political authority is not, in fact, neutral in the market- 
mechanism; it has already decided in favour of the persons who, in 
an economic sense, can make their demand effective. The rules 
that authority makes do not, except in times of crisis, seek so to 

1 L. C. Robbins, The Nature and Significance of Economic Science (193a), p. 15. 
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dispose of scarce means as to make them supply urgent social needs; 
it has, as it were, alieady intervened before use is determined to 
assure that effective demand is satisfied whenever the entrepreneur 
believes that he can make a profit out of that satisfaction. In the 
state of capitalist democracy the main purpose of the rulers is to 
protect the owners of property. It is to their interest that the scarce 
means are mainly devoted. If political authority intervenes, as with 
rationing in war-time, that is not necessarily a loss of freedom 
unless we define this to mean the right of the owners of property 
to use their economic power in any way they please. 

To the second of these arguments there is the reply both of theory 
and experience. In fact, the argument, originally produced with 
triumph by Professor von Mieses, 1 and since then enthusiastically 
repeated by a host of disciples, 2 has been shown to rest upon a 
fallacy; 3 and the socialist economy of the Soviet Union uses a 
price-mechanism just as effectively as the capitalist economy of 
Great Britain or the United States. 4 The theory that public owner¬ 
ship, with management in the hands of salaried officials, is bound 
to be inferior to a system based on the private ownership of capital 
is, quite obviously, a compound of a particular theory of human 
nature and of the propaganda which an acquisitive society requires 
to protect itself from invasion by the principle of public ownership. 
A really able man will clearly run his private business better than 
a second-rate man will run a public concern; but that is not the 
issue. The real question is whether the service of the public will, in 
a planned society, provide an incentive to effort as effective as that 
which service for private profit will evoke. 

The answer, of course, is that it depends partly on the character 
of the men concerned and partly on the status the society attaches 
to men in such positions. Given reasonable remuneration, there is 
not, historically, an atom of evidence to suggest that men work less 
eagerly in public than in private employment, granted that the 
work interests them and that an equal esteem is attached to its 
performance. If, in a given society, the man who can acquire most 
is most highly regarded, it is very probable that ambitious and able 


1 Socialism, by L. von Mieses (1936); and see F. von Hayek (ed.), The Economics 
qf Planning (1935). 

* E.g. Mr. Lippmann in the United States, Professors Robbins, Plant and 


YtayeV \n Britain. For its most extravagant expression see W. H. Hutt, Economists 
and the Public ( 1936). 

4 M. / M '/ T* ylor ’ The Ec °nomic Theory of Socialism (1938). 

of socialist planning by ProfeMo^ r* ( ‘ 940); and note the accc P tance 
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men will drift into the most lucrative occupations. And if, as with 
ourselves, the defence of the power and privilege which attach to 
wealth is an urgent preoccupation of the ruling class in society, they 
will, of course, see to it that everything possible is done to cry down 
principles of social action which threaten their power and privilege. 
It is even reasonable to expect, where men are measured by their 
wealth, and they can look for higher rewards in private industry 
than* in public employment, to assume that the standard of per¬ 
formance in the first will generally be higher than the standard 
of performance in the second since it will be more likely, other 
things being equal, to recruit ability. But where the standard of 
public judgment is not set by the power to acquire wealth merely, 
there is not an iota of serious evidence to support this argument. 
Here, at least, the experience of the Soviet Union is conclusive. 

That a governing class may use its position to acquire privileges 
by which it is differentiated from the rest of the citizen body is, of 
course, a danger as old as history itself; there is no power in which 
there is not the risk of corruption. It is also obvious that in all 
nations where the counter-revolutionary principle has triumphed 
the officials who organize the planning there have used its oppor¬ 
tunities, at least with rare exceptions, to build up their private 
fortunes; we have ample testimony upon this point, But this is not 
a field in which the protagonists of capitalism can afford to take an 
attitude of superiority. After all, the history of the great fortunes in 
the United States and Canada, the technique of the “two hundred 
families” in France, adventurism like that of Kreuger in Sweden 
and of Juan March in Spain, arc a grim record of the corruption 
of legislators and officials in the interest of wealthy privilege. Since 
some such time as the Chartist Movement, open corruption of this 
kind has been rare in the central government of Britain, though it 
has been more frequent than we like to admit among local author¬ 
ities. But even in Britain we must not forget the significance of the 
Honours List as the main source from which the historic political 
parties have drawn their financial support; and no small part of 
their policies has been shaped by the character of this source. 

It is at least an encouraging fact that, so far in the history of the 
Soviet Union, not only has this form of corruption been rare, not 
only has it, on discovery, been ruthlessly punished, but the higher 
up we go in the hierarchy of its officials, the more austere has been 
the standard of life with which they have been satisfied. The stamp 
of Lenin’s simplicity has gone deep into the habits of the regime; 
generally, it may be claimed that to whatever forms of corruption 
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its planned use of power is open, from this form, at least, above all 
in comparison with capitalist societies, it has been honourably and 
remarkably free. 

The critics’ claim that a planned democracy gives the strong 
producers* interest an advantage over the weaker by the exercise, I 
suppose, alike of its industrial and political power seems to me very 
largely unreal—a bogy to frighten children rather than an argu¬ 
ment rooted in solid historic experience. For, first, let us note that 
few things have been more rare in the history of the modem state 
than a corporate attempt by its officials, administrative or industrial, 
to exploit their position; the economic conditions of the British and 
American civil services is a proof of that. The same can be said 
of the police forces; where, as in Boston in 1919, there has been a 
strike, it was the outcome of many years of grievance which the 
government had persistently neglected to remedy, and, in the Boston 
strike, as in that in Britain in the same year, with a little wisdom 
in those who handled it, there is every reason to doubt whether 
it would have occurred. And it is of the first importance that, 
where the armed forces of the state have intervened in politics, 
except in actual circumstances of revolution, usually, as in Leningrad 
in 1917 and Kiel in 1918, after military defeat, the impulse to 
intervention has come from the officer class, as in the Ulster incident 
of 1914 and subsequent Fascist developments, and not from the 
rank and file; even then the interest the intervention sought to 
further was general in character and not specifically related to their 
separate economic welfare. 

The more usual situation in the experience of capitalist demo¬ 
cracies is when a group seeks to secure a special protection from 
the government; the farmers in England, in the Derating Act of 
1929, Labour in post-war America over the immigration laws, are 
instances of this type of action. But in any examination of this 
experience it is important to remember that special protection has 
usually been conceded not to the power of numbers but to the 
ability of the group concerned to assist or hinder political parties 
in their fulfilment of wider ends than the group itself has in view. 
The tenderness of British Conservatism to the farming interest is 
closely bound up with the general relation of the Conservative 
Party to the landowning class which enables it still so largely to 
dominate the rural constituencies in Britain. It may be doubted 
whether the American trade unions, after the last war, would have 
secured the drastic limitations upon the European immigrant that 
they did had their demand not coincided, first, with a general desire 
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for isolation from Europe, and, second, with the suspicion that the 
European immigrant was the bearer of revolutionary infections 
about which, largely on account of the Russian Revolution, the 
United States was at the moment hysterical. And, as a rule, the 
safeguard a special economic interest secures is an index to a general 
climate of opinion for which the government affording it believes 
there is approval. The very small number of English banks have 
been able to stop the development of municipal banking in this 
country not in terms of principle—that was conceded almost a 
generation ago in the case of the strikingly successful Birmingham 
bank—but because it was felt by business men generally that any 
great extension of municipal banking might form the basis of an 
ultimately irresistible claim for a socialized system of credit in general. 
Every enquiry into the British coal industry since 1919 has revealed 
the waste and inefficiency and ill-will endemic in the present system 
of ownership; but, even in war-time, nationalization has been 
refused because interests far beyond the coal industry believe that 
no gains that might result from it would compensate for the loss 
represented by the admission of the thin end of the wedge. The 
dramatic legislation forced upon Congress by President Roosevelt 
in the creative period of the New Deal was less a direct tribute to 
the power of Labour in American politics—though this was, of 
course, a factor of importance—than it was the penalty exacted by 
the little man in America for his conviction that the unregulated 
leadership of big business had failed him badly in the Great Depres¬ 
sion. Measures like the Securities and Exchange Act, the Act creating 
the Tennessee Valley Authority, and the Wagner Act, were the 
safeguards the little man sought against a return to the risks of 
“rugged individualism.” 

There is, of course, a special reason why Russian experience 
throws only a partial light upon this problem. The fundamental 
power has remained throughout in the hands of the Bolshevik Party, 
and, though there has been a complex system of consultation 
with non-party opinion, especially in industrial matters, the decisions 
have been party-decisions for the reversal of which there existed no 
organized machinery. The balance of interests has been maintained 
in terms of what the party thought effective, and the history of the 
purges in the party makes it obvious that it has never been easy to 
strike the balance. But I see no reason to suppose that the experi¬ 
ence of planning in Russia justifies the inference that it is incom¬ 
patible with either freedom or democracy; it proves only that in 
the quite exceptional circumstances out of which the Revolution 
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developed the objectives set for the plan by the Communist Party 
could not have been fulfilled within the framework of opposition 
that parliamentary government has permitted in Great Britain. 

But this leads to a view of the limits of opposition in a society 
which is fundamental to the understanding of freedom. “Freedom,” 
said Marx, “is the recognition of necessity.” Every society is built 
upon a system of postulates the continuing life of which its members 
must agree to respect; and their freedom is only available within 
the limits of that respect. Great Britain, for example, is a constitu¬ 
tional monarchy; its life would be inconceivable if the turn of 
electoral fortunes could, every so often, make it into a republic. 
And, in the same way, the acceptance of a planned economy in¬ 
volves the necessity to think of fieedom in terms of the assumption 
that the decision to plan is broadly respected. The relationships of 
a community could not be worked out in a rational way if, let us 
say, private persons took over the Tennessee Valley Authority when¬ 
ever the Republican Party was in power, and, on a victory of the 
Democratic Party, it was returned again to government ownership. 
The right of opposition in any society is only effective so long as it 
respects the fundamental principles of the society. A change in 
these is only possible where there is general consent to its being 
made, or where the power of those who dissent is not strong enough 
to gamble upon its prevention by force; a change, that is, which 
permits the continuance of democratic processes. Where either 
general consent is absent, or the dissenteis are prepared to fight 
against it, neither freedom nor democracy is available to a society. 

On this basis, I think it is clear that two conclusions follow. The 
first is that if the introduction of planning into a capitalist demo¬ 
cracy is to be compatible with the maintenance of freedom it must 
have behind it the general consent of citizens; freedom will not be 
maintained if there is room for doubt whether the decision to plan 
as an essential clement in its life is likely to be reversed by some 
chance hazard of electoral fortunes. The essence of freedom is the 
ability to exercise continuous initiative, and that continuity is not 
available in the absence of agreement on fundamentals in the 
society. Where this agreement is absent the drift to open conflict 
permeates all political and economic relations and means, inevit¬ 
ably, that certain types of initiative will have to be restrained or 
suppressed. We can see this without difficulty in a period of external 
war; the overriding purpose of victory sets limits, defined pretty 
well by the gravity of the danger, to the limits of opposition that 
will be permitted. 
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And that leads me to the second conclusion. When a society 
accepts the decision to plan it is, thereby, providing itself with an 
overriding purpose to the general principles of which the mass of 
citizens must conform. Their freedom becomes a function of its 
necessities; the limits of their permissible initiative are set by the 
logic it implies. Planning, obviously, means priorities; the decision 
is t^ken that this thing is more important than that, that the 
resources of the society must be used for it before they are used 
for its alternative. And, once there are priorities, freedom, obviously 
again, has a context different from that of an unplanned society in 
which the use of resources is determined by supply and demand in 
the market. The citizen with capital to invest, for instance, will not 
make up his mind between the pedestrian safety of government 
bonds and the tempting risk of a South American silver mine. The 
public control of the whole credit mechanism in society is the 
necessary basis upon which priorities can be planned; the investor’s 
freedom, in the classic sense that capitalism has known, is bound 
to disappear. In the same way, again, there will be areas of economic 
activity which will be monopolized by public ownership in its 
various forms; the citizen will not be free to enter that area except 
as a servant of the public concern which occupies it. How far the 
public areas of activity in the economic field will extend it is, of 
course, futile to prophesy; though, as I have pointed out in the 
previous chapter, the conception of planning for mass-welfare makes 
the occupation of certain vital areas essential. 

On this basis, the compatibility of planning with freedom is, in 
the first instance, a question of the psychology of politics. It means 
the transfer from private to public ownership of what, as I have 
argued, are the central keys of economic power. It means that 
private persons can no longer use those keys to open the doors which 
lead to areas of privilege. Can that be done with general consent? 

‘ My own answer, frankly, is that I do not know. It depends a 
good deal upon the time at which it is attempted, and it depends 
a good deal, also, upon the way in which it is attempted. I have 
argued in this book that if the change is to be made with the highest 
prospect of success the present is the most appropriate time. I have 
suggested that this is so because the impact of the war has created 
a mood in which there is widespread readiness to accept great 
change. But I have pointed out that, on all historic experience, 
this mood is very unlikely to last beyond the war, that, accordingly, 
to attempt it when there is no longer the exaltation of spirit pro¬ 
voked by profound danger, is to miss the favourable moment for 

Y 
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action. For, with victory, the relief from strain makes men search 
again for that rhythm of life to which experience has adapted them. 
At the time between Dunkirk and the end of the Battle of Britain 
I doubt whether any vested interest could have opposed its claims 
to a demand from the War Cabinet for such a scale of change as I 
have urged as a means to the control of the future; had it done so, 
an indignant public opinion would have swept its opposition on one 
side. But each month since the Battle of Britain has given the vested 
interests involved increased power to resist change. If we follow to 
its logical conclusion Mr. Churchill’s policy of refusing to discuss 
“controversial questions” during the war, lest, as he suggests, the 
national unity be disturbed, I should have thought the natural 
psychology of those in occupation of the area to be transferred 
would be to say that if so great a sacrifice was unnecessary when 
the national existence was at stake, it is far less necessary when the 
threat of Hitlerism has been overcome. In such a situation, the 
temptation of the vested interests to defend the existing social order 
is, I think, bound to be great; and there is no sort of assurance that 
they will not yield to the temptation. 

On this view, a good deal will depend upon a number of factors 
each of which has an influence at present beyond our power of 
measurement. The attitude of America, with the immense authority 
it will have, to the post-war world; the manner of the Axis defeat 
and, involved in this, the degree to which revolutionary passions 
are loosed in Europe and Asia; the strength, military and economic, 
of Russia at the close of hostilities, and the degree to which its rulers 
will use its strength to support revolutionary passions; the impact 
of all these upon the Labour Parly in Britain, and the problem, still 
concealed from us except as a problem, of whether it will have 
learned that, without a planned society, its power to meet the 
main post-war issues will be so small that it may well rapidly cease 
to command an electorate it cannot satisfy; all these, I say, are 
factors beyond our present power to estimate. I record only my own 
conviction that, granted the forces which this war expresses, for it 
is as much their result as their cause, if wc have failed, by the 
Armistice, to lay the foundations of a revolution by consent, we 
shall pass rapidly to a position wheie, because men no longer hold 
the great ends of life in common, they will be unable to agree upon 
the methods of social change. In that event, the reorganization of 
our basic principles will not be capable of accomplishment by 
peaceful means; and the final disposition of forces will be deter¬ 
mined not by discussion but by violence. That this outcome will 
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mean, whichever side is successful, the end of freedom and demo¬ 
cracy for a period all previous precedent makes clear beyond dis¬ 
pute. In modern times, only the Spanish Republic put confidence 
in the good faith of its enemies. Its example is unlikely to encourage 
those who settle the character of the post-war epoch. 

I have put the problem in British terms, because they are the 
terms with which I am most familiar. They are the setting, also, 
in* which the past relationships of social forces gives the best oppor¬ 
tunity available of building a planned dem cracy by agreement. * 
I have said that, as well as the time, the methods also arc important; 
and these require some general consideration because of the per¬ 
spective in which the experience of Russia enables us to set them. 

I note, at the outset, that, for the overwhelming majority of our 
citizens, the fact that the claims of property must be, to some extent, 
subdued to the transcendent purpose of victory, does not generally 
result in the frustration of our personalities as citizens. We seek 
more rationing, not less. Proportionately, the evasion of the obliga¬ 
tions the government thinks it right to impose, is relatively small. 

I speak, I think, for most Englishmen when I say that war brings a 
sense of fulfilment in the degree that it enables us to find significant 
service. More: I suspect that in these terrible years more men and 
women have found a genuine liberation in fulfilment than was the 
case in the years of doubt and disillusion between 1919 and 1939. 
The nation as a whole has discovered that it is most free when it is 
most committed to the performance of duties which, five years ago, 
it would have bitterly denounced as an unwarrantable invasion 
of its liberties. War is a hateful thing, ugly, brutal, cruel; yet, 
being all these, if it is the means to fulfilling a great end, its 
service, seen in right perspective, can bring both dignity and 
exhilaration. 

What is the secret which lies beneath this paradox? It lies, 1 
•suggest, in the fact that citizens who participate in a great end 
about which they are agreed find a freedom in its service which 
makes right and duty reciprocal terms. The presence of this great 
end as the supreme social purpose enables a system of priorities to 
be constructed which determines the frame of individual action. 
The mechanism of the free market is suspended; an approach, at 
least, to a planned society takes its place. And it is of the utmost 
importance that the scale of priorities we have had to construct 
to enable that purpose to be fulfilled has results which, in things 
like food and clothing, appear less arbitrary than in the non¬ 
authoritarian market of a laissez-faire world. I agree, of course, that 



340 REFLECTIONS ON THE REVOLUTION OF OUR TIME 

the planning is incomplete. Obviously, it encounters frictions, above 
all the friction which it inherits from the psychological habits of 
the pre-war world, which make it fragmentary, interstitial, lacking 
in comprehensiveness. But I think it is relevant to emphasize that 
where supply of goods is short a government decision that the basis 
of acquisition shall be the fact of personality and not the merely 
economic principle of effective demand has unquestionably operated 
to social benefit. 

A simple analogy will perhaps emphasize my point. The operation 
of priorities has involved a large element of planning in our life; 
and that, in its turn, has meant reduction in the differences between 
individual claims on the common welfare. It is as though from a 
system in which our income determines the number of votes we 
can cast, we move to a system in which the margins at each end of 
the scale, though still wide, have come much closer together. We 
have recognized that ficc consumers’ choice would frustrate the 
oven iding end we have in view; we have defined an area in which 
it ceases to operate. I do not think that, in any real sense, the 
clement of equality imposed by the state-power has been widely 
felt as a loss of ficcdom. 

There are, to put the issue in general terms, at least three aspects 
in which there is no necessary relation between the free market, as 
that is recommended to us by the critics of planned democracy, 
and the good of the community. The primary step in tiie free 
market is taken by the producer; the consumer’s choice operates 
only on the alternatives before him. And this producer’s initiative 
is accounted successful by a commercial criterion only. A miner in 
a South Wales mining village did not indicate, until schemes of 
municipal housing began, the kind of house he wanted; he had 
to take his < hoice between one house and another neither of which 
we think to-day should c\er have been built at all. Or the con¬ 
sumer buys amid a range of commodities many of which, like patent 
medii iues, he would not purchase at all if he had any specialist 
knowledge about them. The pathos which surrounds the parent 
who thinks that he is purchasing social advancement for his children 
when he sends them to the kind of private school at which Mr. 
Lewisham is an assistant master instead of to the council school 
where they will mingle with “common” boys and girls is a pathos 
which needs protection from better-informed authority. 

Even the critics of a planned democracy admit that there are 
services which the community as a whole must undertake, without 
regard to the free market. Public health, education, the prevention 
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of crime, protection against fire, are obvious examples. Upon the 
extent of those services, no doubt, there may be both spatial as 
well as temporal differences. Free secondary education seems natural 
to most of us in 1942; it did not seem so forty years ago. Every 
municipality in England thinks a public library service an indis¬ 
pensable social service; but there are still rural areas where it is 
regarded as an unamiable waste of the ratepayers’ money. It is 
clc'ar, moreover, that this genus includes a category in which the 
individual is compelled, in the public interest o make his purchase 
conform to certain regulations; he must have the plans for his 
house approved by the local authority', and he must fit a silencer 
to his motor-car. 

The third type of case is of a different order. It relates to those 
commodities where the sheer range of variation provided involves, 
a higher price than would be charged for commodities of a more 
standardized form. Here the presumption that it is the consumer’s 
choice which dictates the profusion assumes optimum satisfaction 
without regard to the waste that is often involved; and, not seldom,« 
that profusion is nothing more than an unnecessary response to 
what Vcblcn calls “conspicuous consumption.’’ A good example 
of what I mean is the normal menu provided for a first-class pas¬ 
senger in peace-time on a Translantic liner. To Mr. Lippmann the 
range of this d la carte fare may represent a freedom which a more 
restricted table d'hote meal would destroy. The range of food, in fact, 
bears no resemblance to the normal habits of the traveller; it is 
simply an index to a standard of luxury demanded by a society in 
which the power to waste is taken as the proof that one is a success¬ 
ful man. There are many instances of this kind, especially in the 
luxury trades like, for example, the cosmetic industry, where stan¬ 
dardization releases productive capital, at one end, and, by the 
cheapness it permits, extends the market at the other. 

The characteristic of a planned democracy, in a woid, will be 
the subordination of the market to a purpose or system of values 
upon which its members have agreed. But because it is a democracy 
that is to be planned, the purpose, or system of values, is derided 
by men and women as citizens, and not, in the economists’ sense, 
as bundles of “effective” demand. The degree to which the demo¬ 
cratic character of a planned system is capable of permeating it, 
and giving to its members the/sense of freedom which, in a general 
view, it is historically accurate to say that only a minority of per¬ 
sons has been able to enjoy continuously will depend very largely 
upon the way in which planning originates, the manner in which 
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it is able to secure the full co-operation of all classes of citizens in 
its application. 

Quite obviously, if planning is not based upon consent, if, even, 
as a planned system is brought into being, it lives in the shadow 
of threat from within, whether direct, like that of Hitlerism to the 
Weimar regime, or of the more subtle, but persistent sabotage by 
vested interests which has haunted the New Deal in America ever 
since its first dramatic honeymoon was over, the likelihood of its 
inception, at least, being democratic is small. No government will 
permit a challenge, open or secret, to the imperatives behind which 
it places the fundamental authority of the state-power; if it does, 
the historical evidence is massive that it will not long remain a 
government. Men who have the responsibility for ultimate social 
decisions will only tolerate criticism of those decisions so long as 
the critics do not seriously threaten the agreed values upon which 
those decisions are based. That, quite frankly, is why, so far, the 
existence of socialist parties in capitalist democracies has been per¬ 
mitted. The battles those parties fought, as distinct from the ideas 
they sought to spread, was a battle for a certain quantum of social 
reform which, in fact, their opponents could accept without the 
sense that the vital principle they existed to maintain was in danger. 
Once they had that sense, as in the last years of the third French 
Republic, the ability to accept the purpose of socialist parties rapidly 
declined; and, in periods of panic, as in the months of the “red 
hysteiia” in the United States in 1919, that ability suffers rapid 
decline also. 

There is no reason to suppose that a government built on the 
principle of planning will differ, in this regard, from a government 
committed, in the main, to the laissez-faire principle. On the other 
hand, I see no evidence to suppose that the transition from capitalist 
democracy to planned democracy involves any temporary or per¬ 
manent loss of freedom. But the defence of this hypothesis requires 
precise analysis of the content of freedom. I have already quoted 
the profound aphorism of Marx that freedom is the recognition of 
necessity. There is no point in crying for the moon unless we live 
on the moon. There arc facts in.the world about us to the inescapable 
consequent e of which we must adjust our minds, like death and 
the need to buy, often with pain, the experience which gives its 
character of uniqueness to human personality. The essence of free¬ 
dom, gi\en the framework of necessity within which each of us must 
discover it, is, I think, to be found in what I have called the sense 
of continuous initiative, the conviction that each of us, even if 
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involved in a social purpose which transcends our private purpose, 
can yet contribute to its definition some emphasis which is our own. 
Freedom, in short, is the knowledge that each of us counts as end, 
as well as instrument, that there is elbow-room in the society which 
gives us power to make our own choices, to experiment with our-* 
selves. So that our freedom comes of a sense of spacious horizons 
we are empowered to scan, of opportunities unbarred in which we 
can find significance. A man is free in society when the operation 
of its institutions gives him that mood of creative hope which spurs 
him on to achieve a fulfilment in which he finds significance and 
exhilaration. 

This is the explanation, I think, of why, despite the massive pro¬ 
hibitions its rulers have felt bound to impose, there is, nevertheless, 
in the Soviet Union a real freedom in the sense I have given to the 
term. If the Russian worker may not criticize Stalin, as the British 
worker can criticize Mr. Churchill or President Roosevelt, he can 
criticize his foreman or the manager of his factory in a way that is 
not easily open to the British worker. If his means are narrow, his . 
housing poor, his career is not limited by his birth, he has no fear 
of unemployment, or of old age. His health is a national concern; 
the well-being of his children is the first care of the state; and the 
labour-power he puts at the service of society confers upon him ( 
dignity because it has ceased, in the capitalist sense, to be a com¬ 
modity that is bought and sold. He has felt, for a generation, the 
zest of great adventure, the exhilaration that comes to most of us 
when we feel that we are part of an historic experiment that is big 
with fate. And what is true of the working man is even more true 
of women. Communist dictatorship may plan the growth of the 
individuality of the citizens; and it may punish with harshness 
those who seek to escape from the fundamental rules of the plan. 
But that the communist dictatorship has in fact achieved for millions 
the sense of a capacity for growth seems to be beyond the possibility 
of serious denial. That sense of a capacity for growth, which enables 'v 
its possessor to affirm his or her personality, is the very secret of 
freedom. 

Here it becomes important to note that the adoption by a society 
of a planned system is based upon the common ownership of the 
instruments of production. If the purpose of the system is, as in 
Russia, community consumption, and if this is seen in terms of 
economic security, not for a small class of owners, as in capitalist 
democracy, where their privileges are limited only by a humani- 
tarianism that is rarely widespread, on the one hand, and the 
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power of the democracy to extract concessions from that class as the 
price of its safety, on the other, this purpose is bound to effect a 
pretty thoroughgoing trans-valuation of values which opens new 
individual and institutional perspectives for the idea of freedom. 
Because they are new, we must be careful to analyse them in terms 
of the premisses upon which they are built and not to assume that 
their effect is a denial of freedom. 

Perhaps the simplest illustration of this trans-valuation emerges 
in the contrast between the functions of a trade union in a planned 
society of this kind and the methods of trade unionism in the 
capitalist democracies we know. The great British and American 
trade unions seek the protection of their members’ interests by 
methods that arc conditioned by the character of private ownership 
in an unplanned society in which profit-making by the owner is the 
main incentive to production. The result is that, first, no union can 
consider the effect of improvements it secures for its members, in 
wages, or in the hours of labour, either upon the general wage- 
striu ture of the society or in their reflection upon the general 
standards of consumption. The trade union which, like the United 
Garment Workers of America, deliberately interests itself in the 
efficiency of the employees in the industry with which it is con¬ 
cerned is rare. The trade union which can seriously enter the field 
with which management concerns itself is still more rare. Mainly, 
it requires a social consideration over and above the normal econo¬ 
mic relationship of employer and workman, to make the trade 
union < oncer n itself with advancing either the skill or the output 
of its members. The British or American trade union is engaged 
in a process which is concerned almost entirely, first, to safeguard 
the worker in his job, and, second, to secure for him the maximum 
inateiial benefit out of its performance. The employer, at the same 
time, is mainly concerned only to purchase that supply of labour- 
power which he can use profitably, and, second, to admit only 
those conditions of material benefit to his workers which, granted 
their organized power, he is bound to admit; the limits of his admis¬ 
sion being, once more, his ability to continue to earn a profit when 
he does so. The final weapon.in the bargain on either side is the 
sti ike or the lock-out; and the bitterness these may engender, especi¬ 
ally in the United States, has not seldom become a threat to social 
peace which compels the intervention of the state-power. And, in 
the last resort, since the purpose of the state-power in capitalist 
democracy is the preservation of the ultimate thesis of private 
ownership, that is, the making of profit for the owning class, it is 
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rare for such intervention to assume the form of organized assistance 
to the trade unions. On the contrary, the very premisses of thought 
of those who operate the power of the state point in the opposite 
direction. 

Now I do not think it can be denied that the benefits trade union¬ 
ism has secured for its members in Britain and America have been 
very great and socially of vital importance. But I do not think it 
can be denied, either, that these benefits are not proportionate 
either to the social importance of any given i. dustry in the national 
economy, or to the performance of any individual member in a 
particular union. Our economic system makes the process of collec¬ 
tive bargaining imperative; but the interest of the community in 
its result is indirect rather than direct. The state-power which, from 
1926 to 1939, stood idly by while hundreds of thousands of skilled 
workers in industries like mining, shipbuilding, or engineering, 
watched their craftsmanship rot slowly away, or sought to transfer 
from the job of a Welsh miner to that of a waiter in a London 
restaurant, paid the penalty for its faith in the uncontrolled higgling 
of the market for which it paid a grim price when it met the challenge 
of counter-revolution. 

I certainly should not argue for a moment that the Russian 
experiment has solved in a really satisfactory way the place of trade 
unionism in the planned society. The Russian trade unionist can 
only bargain within limits about the wages he receives; for all 
practical purposes the strike-weapon is incapable of use; and so 
friendly an observer as Sir John Maynard has recorded his convic¬ 
tion that “the trade union movement in the U.S.S.R. docs not 
defend the individual against overwork.” 1 It is, I think, necessary 
to conclude that the main function of the Russian trade unions is 
more the increase of output than the defence of their members’ 
interests. There arc, no doubt reasons why special factors in the 
Soviet Union made this the position, above all the great race against 
time in the defence industries of the country; and it is clear that 
the place of the Communist Party in the trade union leadership 
means that the wage-earner’s conditions are in large part settled 
upon a single plane of argument. The decisive factor is the Polit- 
bureau’s view of what is desirable from the angle of the state’s 
requirements after it has considered what it regards as the necessary 
volume of relevant evidence. The trade unions function in the 

1 The Russian Peasant, and Other Studies (194-2), p. 341. I should like generally 
to express my debt to Sir John Maynard’s remarkable book, the most profound 
and fair study of the Russian experiment known to me. 
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capacity of advisers who see that the implications of the evidence 
are made fully available. They have no sanction they can bring 
into play to compel a change in the ultimate decision. 

Yet, granted that this is the case, I think it is probable that the 
Russian theory of the trade union function is more likely to be valid 
in a planned democracy than the theories to which either British 
or American experience have given rise. Once we agree that planned 
production for community consumption is the basic social principle 
in the economic life of the community, it seems to follow logically 
that an organization which exists to protect the interest of the 
workers must be directly and deeply interested in maximum output; 
for the level of that output will obviously determine the remunera¬ 
tion of the workers. It is, of course, not less clear that this interest 
involves a further interest in the technical and administrative effi¬ 
ciency of industry, and the safeguarding of those conditions of 
sanitation and safety upon which the workers’ health depends. 

But it is, I think, important to note that most of the restrictive 
devices of trade unionism in a capitalist society are built upon the 
assumption of an economics of scarcity with that reserve army of 
unemployed which the system involves, and upon the notion that 
the conditions attained by the workers in one field of industry may 
be legitimately settled by the strength of their bargaining power in 
that field without regard to the conditions attained by the workers 
in another field. The society which depends upon the mechanism 
of the free market, with its initial hypothesis of perfect competition 
and perfect mobility of labour, has had, save at brief moments and 
in particular places’, very little relation to reality. Those hypotheses 
were the basis of that freedom of contract between an individual 
employer and an individual workman the unhappy results of which 
led to the growth of trade unions and their attempt to mitigate 
those results by the device of the common rate. The power of com¬ 
bination was invoked with results measured only by the compara¬ 
tive strength on either side—of which the strike or the lock-out was 
the ultimate test—and with but little relevance to the idea of a 
social purpose which gave the necessary perspective to economic 
conditions. It is worth remembering that, apart from relatively 
small experiments in New Zealand and Australia—the concept of 
a legal minimum imposed upon the employer by the state in 
“sweated” industries is so predominantly a twentieth-century con¬ 
ception, and largely the response to universal suffrage, that it is 
only with difficulty that it has won its way to constitutional accep¬ 
tance by the Supreme Court in the America of the New Deal. It 
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would not be true to say that the unions of one industry felt no 
responsibility for the standard of life of men and women working 
in another industry; the sympathetic strike alone is the proof that 
this is not so. But it is true to say that, on the economic plane, the 
system of the free market made that responsibility interstitial in 
space and occasional in time; it was as a voter seeking to reshape 
the state-purpose rather than as a trade unionist concerned with the 
implications of his place in industry, that the worker gave attention 
to the civic factors in economic organize ion. How slowly he 
developed the sense of those civic factors can be seen from the 
fact that, even in Britain, it took three-quarters of a century from 
the repeal of the Combination Acts for the political consciousness 
of the workers to recognize that the older political parties virtually 
assumed that the recognition of those civic factors by the state 
was a departure from, and not a recognition of, the norm; and that 
consciousness, in any wholesale way, has not yet developed in the 
United States. 

It is important to emphasize all this because it reveals how deeply 
trade union organization has been unconsciously permeated by the 
individualism of the capitalist society to which it has been con¬ 
ditioned. The impossibly low wages of the girls in the department 
stores of New York would engage the attention of a civic organi¬ 
zation, mainly middle class in composition, like the Consumers’ 
League; the organizations of the aristocracy of American Labour, 
the four Railroad Brotherhoods, for example, felt no concern for 
them. And it is national necessity rather than trade union action 
which, over a century after the Tolpuddle martyrs, has raised the 
minimum wage of agricultural workers to three pounds a week. 
The strategy of organization in trade unionism is still, historically 
for reasons that are quite natural, set by the forces which, in an 
unplanned society, divide the workers from one another rather than 
by the things which unite them. In the autumn of 1942 the British 
Trades Union Congress rejected a resolution to permit its General 
Council to enquire into the adequacy of its structure to the problems 
that it confronts; too many powerful unions feared the results of 
such an enquiry into the vested interests they fear to endanger. In 
1942, also, one group of railway workers rejected the overtures of 
another group to form a single organization for the protection of 
their common interests; the first group held that the grades then 
represented would be better safeguarded by the maintenance of an 
independent union. Even the Mine workers’ Federation of Great 
Britain, which has behind it a great tradition of common action in 
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the coalfields, still possesses an executive whose meetings resemble 
a congress of quasi-independent ambassadors from the different 
districts rather than the unified cabinet of a single industry which 
realizes that an injury to one is an injury to all. 1 The latent indivi¬ 
dualism of the trade union structure in capitalist democracies is 
revealed in the urgency with which they defend the individual 
sovereignty of the constituent units even when they face the same 
need for collective security as the nations which, one by one, Hitler¬ 
ism was able to destroy. Nothing shows more decisively the implica¬ 
tions of this attitude than their inability, during the present war, 
to agree upon common principles in the determination of wage- 
policy, and their failure to insist upon representation in the controls 
of industry at that level where decisions vital to their own future 
arc being made. 

I believe, for these reasons, that the process of collective bar¬ 
gaining in a planned democracy will result in a different content 
in the idea of the woi Iters’ fiecdom in industry than is involved in 
the habits of trade unionism in a capitalist democracy, and my own 
view js that it will move far neater to the Russian model than its 
leaders in Britain or America are now prepared to imagine. The 
fact that the democracy is planned makes a difference; the fact that 
the planning is for the whole community and not in terms of the 
elective demand of a privileged few makes a difference; and the 
fact that these changes make possible the movement from an 
economics of scarcity to an economics of abundance makes a differ¬ 
ence also. The trade union in a capitalist society is essentially a 
weapon of defence against an owning class which not only normally 
possesses, save in the most exceptional periods of boom, the initiative 
in financial power as well as the initiative in technique and manage¬ 
ment since it makes both of these its dependants; it is also a weapon 
of defence against an owning class the authority of which is such 
as to enable it, again save in the most exceptional times, to control 
that state-power which organizes those relations of production 
tequired to maintain its supremacy. The freedom of the worker, in 
a capitalist society, is therefore essentially a negative conception. 
It seeks, as it were, to safeguard for him a proportion in a total the 
size of which it is haidly able to determine in any important way; 
and that proportion, in its turn, is for all workers save a small 

1 Though it should be noted that the annual Conference of 1942 expressed 
approval of the plan for forming a unified, rather than a federal, trade union in 
the British mining industry. The negotiations for this plan have still to be seriously 
begun. 
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aristocracy of highly skilled men, largely based upon customary 
modes of living which leaves them no large margin above the sheer 
physical costs of living. That is why, as Mr. Bevin has pointed out, 1 
as soon as a group of workers find it possible, in an emergency like 
war, to rise considerably beyond that margin, there is an immediate 
demand from employers that the state-power should intervene to 
stabilize wages. That reinforces each union in its detei mination to 
resist the emergence of a general wage-policy and emphasize' again 
the negative element in its attitude to freedom 

In a planned democracy, on the other hand, the concept of free- » 
dom becomes a positive one. The trade union, so to say, is assisting 
in the development of an estate no longer subject to the claims of 
vested interest. The relations of production have been adjusted 
proportionately to the forces of production. That adjustment makes 
it possible to transcend the old class-character of the society, and, 
as it is transcended, there emerges a new psychology of consumption. 
We can see that emergence, in the past, with the change in the 
habits of the rising bourgeoisie; it refuses to accept any longer the 
traditions in dress, in housing, in furniture, in food, to which it was 
confined in the epoch of feudalism. The writer, the artist, the school¬ 
master, even the churches begin to adapt their ways of behaviour 
to the claims of the new consumers; Lillo, Hogarth, the dissenting 
academics, the Wesleyan movement, are all the response to a new 
mental climate in England which can only yearn for expression in 
contemporary France and remain half-underground; wc must never 
forget that, until 1789, every critic of the ancien regime lived in the 
shadow of the Bastille, and that a peasant with enough property 
to be comfortable was, as Rousseau discovered, 2 desperately anxious 
to conceal its possession from public knowlcge. 

A planned democracy, as even Russia with limited capital, 
inferior technical skills, and the need of dictatorship imposed by 
civil war and external war, makes clear, develops a new psychology 
of consumption as it frees itself from its old class-character. With all 
the limitations which the shadow of constant fear has cast over the 
regime, with all the compulsions it has been found necessary to 
introduce in order' to attain the objectives of revolutionary indus¬ 
trialization, and the end of small-scale agriculture, it is impossible 
not to notice in the Russian worker a pride in initiative, a sense 
of new horizons of opportunity, a refusal to be confined to ancient 
standards, which has made Russian freedom in industry on balance , 
positive and not negative. The trade union has become a partner 
1 Parliamentary Debates cited above. 2 Confessions (ed. Hachette), p. rso. 
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. with the state-power in promoting the productivity and the effi¬ 
ciency of the worker. Sir John Maynard has put the result in a 
sentence upon which too much emphasis cannot be laid. “An 
honourable status,” he writes, 1 “satisfactory to the sense of human 
. dignity has been secured by the Revolution to the Russian worker 
in virtue of his work. No one would deny an honourable status to 
the British worker —if he touches his cap” Granted that there are 
wide differences of remuneration; granted, also, that there is a 
good deal of bureaucratic deformation; granted, finally that the 
average Russian standard of living was far lower than that of the 
British worker, still more, that of the American, and that Hitler’s 
aggression has increased the difference; he still has no fear of un¬ 
employment, no fear of ill health, and no fear of old age. He 
knows that his children have access to the best education avail¬ 
able. He himself gets holidays with pay; he is ardently encour¬ 
aged to find the meaning of that cultural heritage knowledge of 
which in a British worker still leads either to the patronage of his 
“betters,” or to the risk that it may make him regarded as an 
agitator; and he does not suffer from the sense that there is a social 
and material world where living standards are qualitatively differ¬ 
ent from his own, and from which he is permanently separated. 
He feels that the present is his; given victory, he has a greater 
assurance than the citizen of any other society at present consti¬ 
tuted, that, with the organization of an enduring peace, the future 
is his also. He has, in fact, the right to that self-respect which comes 
to a citizen who feels that his fulfilment is written into the founda¬ 
tions of the social purpose. Materially poor, on these prospects he 
is spiritually rich because there are no boundaries to his hope save 
those which he chooses to impose, above all, no boundaries of status 
because he is a member of the working-class. All this is the outcome 
of the planned society—not yet a democracy—to which he belongs. 
When I compare the implications of this atmosphere with that of 
the capitalist democracies of Western Europe and America, it seems 
to me fantastic to deny it the achievement of an emancipation which 
the mass of men have never known in any other society. For he has, 
always given victory over Hitlerism and the prospect of enduring 
peace, the knowledge that the progress of his world is his progress 
too. Given this acceptance of the chance to assist in that progress, 
he has, as no other citizen in the masses of any other society, that 
right to make his destiny an element in the fulfilment of the common 
destiny which makes him significant to himself. 

1 Op. cit., p. 343. The italics in the text are those of Sir John Maynard. 
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Over the endless years he has something creative to fulfil; over 
the endless years he need not, either, fear unemployment. He has 
status, therefore, and security. Both of these are positive goods; 
both of these depend upon the adaptation of social institutions to 
a transcendent aim which calls for an endless succession of pioneers 
in an adventure that has no end; neither of these is available to man 
or Woman in the unplanned society which lives by the impersonal 
mechanism of the market in the capitalist democracies we know. 
That is why I call it a positive fi eedom which far in history, the 
vast majority of human beings have hardly even known they might 
dare to claim. 


IV 

I think it likely, as I have said, that, in the economic sphere, 
planned democracy will set a new context for freedom. As men are 
liberated from the fear of want and insecurity, they are set free 
for ends in which, as in our own society, so large a part of human 
personality is subordinated to the effort involved m conquering 
those fears. In the degree that this liberation is achieved, it is, I 
think, evident that the institutions which, like employers’ associa¬ 
tions, or the trusts, or the trade unions, have been so predominantly 
concerned with safeguarding their members from the consequences 
of that subordination, will operate in a new perspective and be 
adapted to the performance of new functions. Bodies, for example, 
like the Bar Council and the British Medical Association will find 
that their protective function becomes far less important than the 
contribution they can make to the improvement of the standards 
of legal and medical practice. A trade union like the Miners’ Federa¬ 
tion may well become not merely an organization seeking to protect 
its members from the grim price they have paid for private capital¬ 
ism in the mining industry, but a body not less concerned to see 
that those who organize it in the interest of the community adopt 
the latest inventions and push forward scientific research in the 
utilization of its by-products. It may begin, too, to play a positive 
part of its own both in the development of mining engineering and 
fuel chemistry, and in the only half-developed area in which the 
problems of what education a miner needs to assure that his tech¬ 
nique as a miner related to his social heritage as a citizen begin to 
be seriously studied. An economics of scarcity will only rarely think 
in these terms because, by its very nature, it conditions the men 
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and the institutions who live under it to thinking almost wholly 
of how they can be free from this fear or that limitation. It is only 
as we move into the economics of abundance that the conquest 
of insecurity and poverty enables men to think of the positive ends 
to which freedom can be devoted. And only at the point where a 
positive freedom, in this sense, is possible can society provide with 
safety to itself for the expression of the whole individuality of man. 
Until arrival at that point becomes a conscious social purpose, 
which men are deliberately setting themselves, this expression is 
always purchased by some at the expense of others. Athenian 
democracy demands its slaves; the riches of the Roman aristocracy 
are built on the plundering of its conquered provinces; the luxury 
of the American millionaire does not, even when he has reached 
the level where convention demands philanthropy, conceal the 
broken lives of the steel worker in Pittsburgh or textile operative in 
Lowell. Fear is the price that freedom pays whenever its relations 
depend upon the security which private ownership is alone able 
to confer. 

And just as a planned democracy will mean large changes in the 
context of economic freedom, so, also, it is bound to mean large 
changes in the context of political freedom, in both its individual 
and its institutional aspects. I cannot, of course, attempt here any 
detailed analysis, still less, venture a prophecy, of their character. 

I can make only one general observation, and offer two tentative 
illustrations of my meaning. The general observation is that the 
political institutions of capitalist democracy, whether in their parlia¬ 
mentary form, as in Britain and its Dominions, or in their Congres¬ 
sional form, as in the United States, are likely to undergo, if we 
succeed in establishing a planned democracy as the main type of 
society in the next phase of our civilization, radical changes in their 
very basis. For any historical study of their operation in action 
reveals the (act that they .ire, inherently, the institutions of a nega¬ 
tive freedom. Their function has been, first, to protect the rights 
of a special class of property-owners, and their dependents, from 
invasion by the masses whose rights were not rooted in the owner¬ 
ship of property; this they effected by making the spinal column 
of legal ideas the notion that rights were a function of property. 
No one can scrutinize the piinciplcs of the Anglo-American Com¬ 
mon Law, especially as the individualist armoury from which the 
judge draws his weapons to limit undue social presumptiveness in 
a legislature, 1 or the differential weight attached by the Code 
1 Cf l’ollcxk, E\uiy\ m Jurisprudence (1882), p. 85. 
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Napoleon to the claims of employer and worker, 1 without seeing 
that this is the case. And the second function of these political 
institutions has been to gauge the limits beyond which a refusal 
of concessions to the masses might jeopardize the whole system on 
which private property is the fundamental source of social power. 

Nothing has more decisively exhibited the negative character of 
freedom in capitalist democracies than the slowness with which * 
their political institutions have moved in the realm of education; 
and this has been largely the case because the owning class has 
never been able fully to make up its mind between its fear of popular 
knowledge, on the one hand, and its hope that its refining influence 
might mitigate the dangers of mobocracy, on the other. The result 
has been a compromise everywhere in which, though illiteracy has 
been largely overcome in the advanced countries of Western 
Civilization, there is still an overwhelming majority almost pre¬ 
destined, by reason of the stage at which their education ends, to 
become the victims of a kind of Gresham’s law in that area of 
understanding where knowledge alone makes possible an effective 
citizenship. The vital fact, of course, is that the purpose of any 
educational system is necessarily set by the role that the citizen 
is intended later to play in the society; and a capitalist democracy 
has never been able to overcome, in its educational programme, 
the initial paradox that the drive of capitalist aims is in inherent 
contradiction with the drive of democratic aims. Our political 
institutions enable us to delay confronting the paradox by making 
now the one, and now the other, of those drives, the controlling 
factor in educational activity. 

The same emphasis upon the negative side of freedom is obvious 
in the democratic system of political parties. They begin as groups 
of men almost wholly drawn either directly from the owning class, 
or from a profession, like that of the lawyers, dependent upon it; 
and the constituency they have constitutionally to satisfy only 
broadened slowly, except in the United States, to include the mass 
of the population. Two conclusions may, I think, be fairly drawn 
from the history of political parties everywhere: they could only 
operate capitalist democracy successfully so long as they did not 
shake the confidence of the owners of property. Once that confidence 
was shaken, as over slavery in the United States, or over the fear 
of socialism in France in the months between February and June 
of 1848, and, again, after the advent of the Blum Government to 
office in 1936, the effectiveness of the system was paralysed because 
1 Cf. my Rise of European Liberalism (1936), pp. 226-30. 
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those in power and those out of it did not speak a common language. 
When the system was effective, the difference between parties was 
always, in the field of action, a difference upon matters of detail 
and not upon matters of major principle. That really meant that 
no principle, under the party system, was ever translated into 
statute until its acceptance left the owners of property convinced 
that it would not harm them. So it took forty years of agitation to 
get the beginnings of a decent system of factory inspection, and 
sixty years’ agitation to get a national system of elementary educa¬ 
tion established in Britain. The triumph of what we call “public 
opinion,” in these and similar cases, means in fact that, at long last, 
the owning class deems it wise or unimportant to yield to the 
demand. 

That this agreement upon fundamentals, as Lord Balfour termed 
it, is of the heart of the party system is borne out by the experience 
of socialist parties in the capitalist democracies. They raise no 
problem so long as their programme in action is merely a more 
emphatic version of that proposed by the parties which represent 
the claims of the owning class; but as soon as they move to act 
upon socialist principles, they throw the owning class into a panic, 
and the shadows of social conflict grow ominously dark. This 
position is interestingly illustrated by the situation of the British 
Labour Party in 1943. Doctrinally, it is committed to securing great 
changes in the ownership of the means of production before the 
close of the war; for it Inis insisted that, without those changes, the 
defeat of the counter-revolution whi h Hitler is 5>eeking to achieve, 
will be a vain and empty sacrifice. Its leaders make large promises 
about the building of a new world in which the workers shall enjoy 
that economic security and the standard of life which, as it claims, 
would follow upon the great changes. But the representatives of the 
Labour Party in Mr. Churchill’s government do not ask for any of 
the changes to which they are, like their followers, committed. 
They do not do so because they believe that Mr. Churchill and his 
Conservatist colleagues would reject their demands. 

The leaders of the Labour Party are thus led to acquiesce in a 
policy which refuses to their doctrines the status of “fundamentals”; 
and they accept, as a result, methods of social organization incom¬ 
patible with the kind of society to which they arc committed. They 
defend their attitude in different ways. “National unity” must not 
be disturbed, in the interest of victory. The “nation”—which has 
never been consulted— would never forgive them if they shirked 
their “responsibilities”; their “responsibilities” being thus inter- 
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preted to mean the waging of the war on terms approved by the 
Conservative Party. At the end of the war, they say, the nation can 
choose between Conservative policy and Socialist policy, though 
this view omits the vital fact that, at the end of the war, the impulse 
that gives agreement and consent their atmosphere of urgency will 
have largely become inoperative. 

Or they urge that an attitude of “give and take” is the implied 
c6ndition of coalition government; and they point to a long list of 
social reforms, the “guaranteed week,” th- increase in old age 
pensions, the virtual abolition of the means test, and so forth, 
which, in the absence of coalition, it would, in their judgment, 
have taken long years to achieve. 

But if we seriously examine the character of the social reforms the 
Labour leaders have secured, it is clear that none of them pre¬ 
supposes any change in the relations of production while the Coali¬ 
tion Government lasts; and it is the central thesis of the Labour 
Party’s doctrine that, in the absence of such changes before the end 
of the war, the fruits of victory will have been thrown away. There 
is, therefore, a decisive contradiction between the acts of the Labour 
leaders and the principles of their party. The Labour leaders assist 
in the application of a policy which destroys the hope of achieving 
the ends to which they are formally committed. 

The reason for this contradiction is, I think, an obvious one. The 
vital source of social power is the character of productive relations; 
it is these that the state exists above all to protect. Political institu¬ 
tions must accommodate themselves to that character; and a 
political party which seeks to change it is dependent on the agree¬ 
ment of the ruling class (which possesses the vital social power) to 
the change it proposes. The Labour leaders have been unable to 
secure that agreement; and they must therefore either accept, in a 
general way, the status quo , getting out of it the best they can, or 
fight to change it. The latter, of course, involves going out of the 
Coalition Government. Since this is a risk the Labour leaders do 
not dare to take, they are compelled to fight the war, for all effective 
purposes, on the terms which the ruling class approves. 

This is to say, in fact, that, whatever the party divisions in a 
society, the character of a state will set the limits of peaceful action 
within a framework compelled by its relations of production. There 
will be, no doubt, some elasticity of movement; differences about 
the level of taxation, the respective places of industry and agriculture, 
the quantum of social* services, the amount of free education, all 
these are permissible so long as the boundaries of the framework 



REFLECTIONS ON THE REVOLUTION OF OUR TIME 


356 

arc not overpassed except with the consent of those who set them. 
What is vital is that party action is conditioned to that consent by 
the nature of the parliamentary system in a capitalist democracy. 
The differences between parties is always a matter of degree and 
not of kind in the field of action as distinct from the field of ideas. 
That is why Sir John Simon 1 can fit without difficulty into govern¬ 
ments headed by men with political philosophies so formally different 
as those of Mr. Asquith, Mr. MacDonald, Mr. Baldwin, and Mr. 
Chamberlain. As soon as the field of action is entered, what is 
selected, so to say, from the philosophy for the statute-book are 
those elements only which fall within the framework to which I 
have referred. 

It is, I think, obvious that this will also be true in a planned 
democracy. Once the character of its state-power is set by the fact 
that the vital instruments of production are publicly, and not 
privately owned, the field of party action, as distinct from the 
philosophies of parties, must be related to the consequences inherent 
in that principle. A Conservative Party is, formally, conceivable in 
a socialist democracy which urges the abandonment of socialism 
and a return to what it recommends as the superior advantages of 
private enterprise; but its actual measures will always be essentially 
related to the framework of action implied in the socialist character 
of the state-power. Its ideas, in short, will operate in the society 
very much as the ideas of the Communist Party operate in a 
capitalist democracy. They will be tolerated so long as they are not 
regarded as a danger; they will be persecuted immediately they 
seem to threaten its foundations. 

For political parties in a planned democracy revolve around a 
central principle of freedom fundamentally different from that of a 
capitalist democracy. In the latter, the idea of freedom is negative; 
set in the context of the private ownership of the means of pro¬ 
duction, it must at all vital points save the rights of owners from 
invasion, since, otherwise, it ceases to be a capitalist democracy. Its 
immanent logic is, therefore, freedom from interference by the state- 
power with the use to which the owning class puts its property; 
and the condition which justifies interference is that minor con¬ 
cessions are made for the overriding and ultimate concern. But, in 
a planned democracy, the idea of freedom is positive; set as it is in 
the context of the public ownership of the means of production, it 

1 In the Churchill Government, of course, Viscount Simon, and Lord Chan¬ 
cellor. 
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seeks freedom for the fullest development of the public estate. In a 
planned democracy, so to say, the more the individual citizen can 
give, the more, also, he can receive, since the larger the volume of 
production the higher is the standard of life. The business of govern¬ 
ment in a planned democracy is thus set in the context of the 
understanding that the more fully it enables the citizen to give of 
his best, the more, also it is making available for the well-being of 
other citizens. Political parties in a planned democracy are, there¬ 
fore, likely to differ from one another in the respective views they 
hold of the best way to develop the public estate from the angle of * 
the values they accept. 

It is easy, for example, to see that one group of citizens may take 
the view that it is worth having a higher standard of material 
comfort in return for some sacrifice of leisure. It is probable, 
especially if we have the good fortune to pass from the economics 
of scarcity to the economics of abundance without paying the price 
of a destructive revolution, that one group of citizens may prefer 
an earlier age of retirement from the routine work of industry or 
agriculture. It is conceivable, again, that the difference may be 
centred upon the age at which the youth of a nation begins to earn 
its living. Granted, in short, the positive character of freedom the 
function of a political party seems to me more likely to be particular r 
than general. They will not, as it were, be a method, like the party- 
conflict in a capitalist democracy, of making war without resort to 
violence, requiring, therefore, organizations of a permanent charac- , 
ter, which organize continuously for battle in the knowledge that 
to the victor belongs the spoils. 

The importance of this implication in the idea of a positive 
freedom requires little emphasis. Anyone who examines the alter¬ 
native result in the unplanned society of capitalist democracy will 
see at once that the negative freedom round which the party 
struggles of the latter revolve means a twofold struggle. On the one 
hand, it is a struggle to protect the owners of property against the ^ 
claims of the propertyless masses; on the other, it is a struggle 
within the propertied class to tilt the balance of state-power towards 
one interest rather than towards another. This is seen in the 
evolution of the state’s attitude to the poor, the way in which, with 
the growth of a capitalist production for the market, they were 
slowly but relentlessly schooled to the discipline which the factory 
system required, and the slow recognition by the law that a com¬ 
bination of the poor for self-protection must not be regarded as a 
conspiracy in restraint of trade, or in measuring the relative 
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importance the law has attached to offences against the rights of 
property in contrast with offences against the rights of persons. 

The second type is illustrated by the history of such controversies 
as those over the tariff, with its respective incidence upon the 
interest of agriculture and industry; it is the tariff which enabled 
the junker of East Prussia to maintain his hold on German sovereignty 
against the rising power of the German middle class. It is seen 
again in the history of the grant to corporations of such franchises 
as those upon which the transport systems of the United States 
have depended. 

The politics of negative freedom, in a word, are, both internally 
and externally, power-politics. It is the safeguarding by force, 
whether open or implied, of a privilege which some secure to the 
exclusion of others. The essence of negative freedom, in fact, is the 
compulsory maintenance of as much inequality as will not prevent 
the society from functioning as a going concern. This, of course, is 
why, when capitalism can no longer fulfil itself in democratic 
terms, it moves, quite logically, to counter-revolution. 

The central purpose of a positive freedom looks to quite different 
ends. It seeks to organize opportunities which harmonize the indi¬ 
vidual purpose and the social purpose. It is thus seeking to create 
the environment in which the emergence of an integrated personality 
becomes possible for the mass of citizens. That integration cannot 
be attained in an economics ot scarcity; the society it dominates is 
bound to confine that possibility, save in the case of very exceptional 
persons, to those who have rights because they have the property 
which is the b.isis of rights. In a society built upon the economics 
of scarcity the lot of most people is bound to be insecurity, poverty, 
and submission; and this condition means that for these the gate to 
freedom is barred unless they can enter the class of property-owners. 
This implies, if we are frank about it, that the frustration of per¬ 
sonality is the normal condition of most persons; for the law, at 
bottom, gives them the choice between submission and defiance. 
Whichever they choose, fulfilment is not open to them in a way 
likely to create an harmonious personality. 

It therefore follows that the condition upon which capitalism can 
serve the masses is its movement from the plane of negative to the 
plane of positive freedom. To do so, it must be capable of relating 
the rights it safeguards to personality as such and not to property; 
and this relation is incompatible with capitalism. For, at bottom, 
capitalism makes the masses dependent on the impersonal laws of 
the market in the economic field, and upon the values, outside it, 
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which the character of capitalism requires. And those values will 
not express the experience of the masses themselves; they will 
express the experience of that owning class which dominates a 
capitalist society. The masses, therefore, are bound, as individuals, 
to feel their insignificance; they cannot affirm themselves without' 
challenging the institutions of which they are instruments merely. 
That is why, as Graham Wallas has shown, 1 so small a proportion 
of the workers find happiness in their emplo\ nent. That is why, 
also, the worker who announces his dissa.isiaction with his work 
risks the security of his job. The conditions of the market exclude 
this right to affirm himself from the terms of his employment; what 
is bought is not his personality, but his labour-power, and he must 
adjust the habits of his personality to the terms upon which that 
labour-power is regarded as worth purchasing by his employer. 
Even the attempt by trade unions to mitigate the impact of those 
terms still means that the overwhelming majority of the workers 
must find their main means of self-expression outside the economic 
function they perform. And to this must be added the fact that, in 
the acquisitive society, only a small proportion of the workers have 
either the means or the training to make their leisure significant. 

It is important to the argument I am making to realize that, 
even amid the immense difficulties it has confronted, and despite 
the massive repressions its rulers have felt compelled to impose, the 
psychological result of social ownership in Russia has been the 
growing emergence of a positive freedom. Sir John Maynard has 
remarked how frequently observers have noted the sense in the 
workers that the factories are theirs, the exhilaration in the atmo¬ 
sphere, the importance for personality of the fact that function, and 
not spending-power, is the source of social distinction. There is not, 
as with ourselves, a class-character in education or culture or 
amusement. To be “somebody” means doing something, not having 
•something. The worker’s initiative is valuable to the society; it is 
not, as in capitalist democracy, a possible threat to the principle of 
its security. There arc wide and important inequalities—in wages, 
in housing, to take the main examples. But these inequalities, if I 
may use a paradox, do not destroy the wholesale permeation of 
Soviet society by the egalitarian idea. Its citizens are, in the main, 
better able to find public significance for individual personality 
than in any other society of the present day. With all its limitations, 
in its phase of dictatorship, it genuinely seeks to exalt, and does in 
fact exalt, the stature of its citizens. Their fulfilment aids the reali- 
1 The Great Society (10*4), p. 341 f. 
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zation of its central purpose, and does not threaten it. Where this 
situation exists, freedom in society has begun to operate on a positive 
plane. 

This conclusion is, of course, abhorrent to those who accept the 
desirability of a capitalist society. They point to the limitations on 
free utterance, the purges, the restrictions on freedom of movement, 
the low standard of living compared with advanced capitalist 
countries, the fear of the stranger. Follies like the criticism of music 
as “bourgeois,” or that period in which the man of letters was 
asked by the writers’ organization to conform to standards which 
suggested that every novel must be a Communist tract and every 
poem an ode to Stalin’s achievements, are contrasted with the 
uninhibited Paris of the Third Republic, or the London in which 
Marx and Lenin could discover the materials for the indictment of 
capitalist civilization. To see in contemporary Russia the emergence 
of positive freedom seems to such critics a contradiction in terms. 
And their view is obviously shared by socialist critics of the Right 
who find in the life of a Soviet citizen of to-day a grim contra¬ 
diction of the socialist ideal. 1 

I think this view a wholly mistaken one because I think it is 
unhistorical. What has been taking place in the Soviet Union, amid 
pain and strife and anger, is a trans-valuation of all values, the birth 
of a new civilization. The change has been effected by violent 
revolution and not by peaceful consent; it is rrot, therefore, sur¬ 
prising that it should be marked by follies and blunders and crimes. 
But the critics are no more justified in identifying these with the 
whole life of the Soviet Union than they would be in identifying 
the whole life of the French Revolution with the Terror. It is 
unhistorical because of its failure to realize that when massive 
trans-valuations of this kind take place the criteria of the past must 
be adapted to the new principles if they are to be relevant. It is 
obvious that, in the change from feudal to capitalist society at the 
time of the Reformation, a change akin to that of the Russian 
Revolution took place; and it is clear that the impact of the change 
seemed outrageous to those critics whose criteria were the ethical 
values of the medieval church. The Wars of Religion and the 
Puritan Rebellion are evidence enough that the differences of the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries were conflicts about the ultimate 
matters of social constitution. The men of that age fought bitterly 
over matters we have hardly the patience to examine. It may seem 

1 For example, my friend and colleague, Mr. E. F. M. Durbin, in his Politics 
qf Democratic Socialism (1940). 
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to us inexplicable that a great Parliamentarian like Sir John Eliot 
could persuade the House of Commons to resolve, in 1628, that any 
who sought to “extend or introduce” Arminianism should be 
“reputed a capital enemy to this Kingdom and commonwealth.” 1 
The reason, of course, was the intelligible one that it was because 
religions then formed the basis of defence by which one set of 
interests and principles rather than another set determined the 
purpose of the state-power. “These men,” wrote Wentworth, of 
Prynne and Bastwick and Burton, “do but begin with the Church 
that they might have free access to the State”; 2 it was for this 
reason that he approved the penalties imposed upon them for 
religious teachings hostile to the accepted doctrine of the Church of 
England as Laud persuaded the High Commission to interpret it. 
The conflicts which tore Europe in pieces between 1500 and 1648 
were conflicts about the ultimate values which are to be imposed 
by the state. That is what Professor Tawney means by saying that 
Calvin did for the middle class in the sixteenth century what Marx 
did for the working class in the nineteenth. 3 The new society which 
Calvin’s doctrines made possible did not seem less outrageous at 
Rome or Vienna or Madrid than the new society which the doctrines 
of Marx and Lenin helped to make seems outrageous in Lombard 
Street or Wall Street. That is because the premisses upon which it 
is deemed outrageous refuse to take account of the trans-valuation it 
is making. 

What the critics of the Soviet Union do in fact, when they deny 
the emergence there of these new values, is to compare the first 
phase of a new civilization with the mature achievements of an 
older civilization; or alternatively, they compare a conceptual 
capitalism in which competition is perfect and labour infinitely 
mobile with the actuality of a society which had only begun to 
recover from the hideous wounds of domestic tyranny, foreign 
attack, and violent revolution. They naturally award their votes 
against the idea that planned democracy is compatible with freedom. 
But they achieve this result first by concealing the fact that the 
freedom they eulogize is, in fact, enjoyed only by a small proportion 
of citizens in capitalist democracy, and, second, by refusing to admit 
that their picture of capitalism in abstracto has little serious relation 

1 But cf. the admirable remarks of Mr. Trevor in the introduction to his Life 
of Archbishop Laud (1940); and see Gardiner, History of England, vii, 75. 

* Strafford Letters, 1 \, 99. 

* Religion and the Rise of Capitalism (1926), p. t 11; but cf. my Rise of European 
Liberalism (1936), p. 29 f. 
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to an economic scene in which the growth of vast monopolies not 
only leaves the individual helpless in a world they dominate, but 
an economic scene, also, a serious protest against which may evoke 
from his masters that counter-revolution which employs the outlaws 
like Hitler and Mussolini to add the destruction of his hope to the 
loss of his security 

Whether we take the manual worker or the clerical worker in 
capitalist society, even in its democratic forms, what is obvious to 
any honourable observer is the loss of its Han and its elasticity. In 
the hours of toil, it can find significance only for a small proportion 
of the great army of workers; and even the land of promise, as in 
America, is limiting the chance of attaining that significance by the 
increasing stratification which its economic habits involve. In the 
hours of leisure, it must seek to impose conventions and conformities 
which safeguard it against the risk of dangerous thoughts among 
its dependents. So that its educational systems, its forms of amuse¬ 
ment, its press, are all vast mechanisms of propaganda seeking to 
condition the workers and their children to the acceptance of the 
vital postulate that no affirmations of democracy are valid if they 
disturb the confidence of the employers in the security of their 
power. Man who has mastered the forces of nature is reduced to 
impotence and insignificance by a system of values which bids him 
be free at his peril. At the best, he finds escape in that proud 
challenge which makes him a rebel against the prison in which he 
is enclosed; at the worst, like Dostoicvski’s tragic creation, he has 
”no need more urgent than the one to find someone to whom he 
can surrender, as quickly as possible, the gift of that freedom with 
which, unhappy creature, he was bom.” 

This is the reality for the mass of mankind which our present 
“axial order bids the common people accept as freedom; and even 
1 his ieality must be defended by war against a nightmare even 
more hideous. The powex of the rulers in our civilization to deceive 
their subjects is, no doubt, profound; but it is not a limitless power. 
1 think there is reason to suppose that its authority now approaches 
ils final phase. 


V 

The economic philosophy which has been the main clue 10 social 
action in the last hundred yeais was very largely the outcome of 
geneiali/ations, both sociological and psychological, built upon the 
habits of the middle classes in Western Europe and the United 
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States; and, in a considerable degree, upon observations of the 
Protestant peoples who, after the Reformation, increasingly domi¬ 
nated the commercial intercourse of nations. Its principles were 
vitally affected, therefore, by three factors. There was, first, the 
assumption that commercial activity, as such, is the index to an 
advancing civilization; this led to the belief not only that the 
business man is its central figure, but, also, to a conviction from 
which we are only beginning to escape, that legislation which 
impeded the success of the business man was a hindrance to progress. 
It is this conviction which explains why men of the moral insight 
of John Bright could oppose the Factory Acts, and why even so 
passionate a defender of democratic government as Lincoln should 
believe that a free society was one in which the energetic working 
man could hope to move upwards until he himself became an 
independent employer of labour. 1 

The second factor was its assumption, natural enough in the 
technological conditions under which it originated, that, whatever 
the degree of our exertions, the inherent niggardliness of nature 
meant a low level of material well-being for the mass of mankind. 
The economic philosopher rarely examined the changing techno¬ 
logical horizons; and the very character of the legal system made 
him view most attempts to transcend the individualist scheme he 
was unconsciously justifying as an attack on security which would, 
of itself, be fatal even to the low level attained by men. That is why 
the nineteenth century is haunted by the idea of revolution; few of 
its thinkers ever really escaped from the glimpse, as they deemed 
it, into the abysses of 1789 and 1848. That is why, also, they tend 
to make the poor a moral, rather than a social category; and they 
deal with them in terms of a charity which never fully separates 
itself from religious effort into secular administration. The necessity 
of mass-poverty is one of the pillars of the middle-class creed; and 
that pessimistic fatalism is unquestioned by either serious thinkers 
like Ricardo or men of the type immortalized by Dickens and 
Balzac. To question the dogma was to embrace a heresy which 
either put one out of court as a scientific observer or made one a 
rebel who threatened the security which had been so painfully 
attained. The angry fears which the First International aroused all 
over Europe are perhaps less significant in this regard than the 
panic into which propertied America was thrown by the Haymarket 
riots; for, in Europe, there were, in the ’sixties and ’seventies, large 
areas in which the bourgeoisie still lived in the shadow of feudal 
1 Writings of Abraham Lincoln (Modern Library), pp. 560 f. 



364 REFLECTIONS ON THE REVOLUTION OF OUR TIME 

claims to power, while the bourgeoisie of America had no rivals to 
contest its supremacy. 

Reason, in the economic philosophy which shaped the horizons 
of the state-power, was no more detached from the historic condi¬ 
tions which gave that philosophy birth, than it had been in previous 
periods. It performed its traditional function of clothing with 
respectability the title erf* men to power who actually held power, 
and deploying the whole army of fallacies which, over a century 
ago, Bentham remorselessly exposed for what they were, as though, 
in the new garments in which successive generations reclothed 
them, they were the soldiers of eternal truth. So, when the socialists 
turned the labour theory of value against those in whose interest it 
was originally made, the marginal theory of value emerged as the 
protective armament of the existing order; and when there grew 
up a generation unable to perceive good cause for the simple 
ecstasy with which John Bates Clark, for example, identified the 
existing property-system with the inherent pattern of the universe, 
the whole edifice of political economy was abandoned, in its historic 
form, for a “pure” science of economics which almost resented as 
intrusion into the perfection of its logical structure the real universe 
of living men and women whose emotions and ideas made them 
useless as chessmen in the game economists were playing with one 
another. It was, perhaps, as much for the perception he emphasized 
so strongly of the need for economics to confront the facts of life, 
as for his insistence that the economists could not obtain the right 
answers because they were not asking the right questions, which has 
made Lord Keynes seem—what in fact he has never been—a 
revolutionary figure to the schoolmen of this generation. 

The third factor which vitally affected our social philosophy was 
the nightmare Malthus summoned to haunt the dreams of those in 
whom the French Revolution had aroused an optimism of outlook. 
No doubt there arc societies, China, for example, and India, in 
which, given the present level of production, the size of the popu¬ 
lation bordered upon the means of subsistence. But it is also true 
that, first, there was no relation between misery and density of 
population before the Industrial Revolution, and that, since the 
end of the eighteenth century, an increase in population, both in 
Europe and America, has been mostly accompanied by an increase 
in material well-being. Until the war of 1914 Western civilization, 
from such a period as the age of Charles the Great, has not seriously 
felt circumstances which could make the warnings of Malthus 
relevant. 
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Bourgeois civilization was able to maintain its values as pre¬ 
dominant over all competing values so long as three conditions 
existed. It required the power to expand markets; it had to be able 
to improve its standards of technology; and it needed continents 
which, like America, it could populate and bring into use. It began 
to break down when the legal relations upon which it was built 
made the first and third of these conditions decreasingly available 
to it: Granted those relations, and the power-politics which were 
their outcome, it was bound to lead, as past civilizations similarly 
situated have led, to war and revolution, and that the more, in¬ 
escapably because the religious sanction it had been able to employ 
in its rise had so largely lost its hold over men. The purpose of any 
scheme of values in a society is to promote the habits among its 
citizens which permit of expanding welfare. 

These values can be imposed in either of two ways—by force or 
by persuasion. But in so complex and delicate an organization as 
modem society the attempt, over any long period, to impose a 
scheme of values by force can never be successful since, on the one 
hand, it contradicts the implications of the technological position— 
which requires peace if these are to be progressive—and, on the 
other, it imposes hardships on the masses which break their 
allegiance to their rulers and results in social upheaval. At the 
point where breakdown occurs, therefore, it becomes necessary to 
find new values in the imposition of which the conditions of expand¬ 
ing welfare can be re-discovered. 

It is this necessity which we confront to-day; and it is the argu¬ 
ment of this book that it is a revolutionary necessity. Or, rather, it 
is a revolutionary necessity if we assume that the purpose of a social 
order is to widen the area within which the values of civilization, 
truth and peace, beauty and love and experiment with one’s self, 
are capable of realization in individual men and women. For to 
achieve that realization we require security, and a civilization, and 
the societies within it, has the conviction of security only when it 
feels that the means of peaceful growth are available to it. And it is 
precisely this conviction that contemporary civilization has lost. 

That is why, in nations like Italy and Germany, men of the type 
of Hitler and Mussolini have arisen. It is evident that if the values 
I have called civilized are to regain their persuasive power, there 
is no alternative to the utter defeat of the systems they symbolize 
since the destruction of those values is, with them, a policy of 
calculated necessity. But it is less easy to see that the mere fact of 
their defeat does not restore their past authority to civilized values. 



366 REFLECTIONS ON THE REVOLUTION OF OUR TIME 

The fallacy of that view lies in the static approach it makes to our 
problems. All living is process, and all process is by its nature 
dynamic. YVc cannot seek, with any hope of success, to recapture a 
moment in past time. We have to adjust ourselves, first, to the 
understanding that the effort itself to recapture that moment in 
which Hitler and Mussolini rose to power will merely give birth to 
new men of similar mould; and we have to adjust ourselves, second, 
to the understanding that, in organizing their defeat, we have 
moved out of the categories, both institutional and intellectual, to 
which we were conditioned by bourgeois civilization. 

Our position is as simple as it is decisive. The technological 
conditions are present for a wider satisfaction of human demands 
than at any previous period of man’s history: but our power to use 
those conditions is frustrated and inhibited by a state-purpose which 
denies their implications. Either we use the period in which, as 
now, the need to defeat our enemies enables us by common consent 
to rc-definc the state-purpose, or, after victory, we shall find our¬ 
selves still facing a need we are too divided to meet by persuasion 
instead of force. There is profound evidence on all sides, and in all 
countries, of a will to attempt the task of re-definition, of the mood 
which recognizes in the character of our danger the obligation to 
great audacity. Totalitarian war compels men to live on the heights; 
as they stand upon that eminence they can see vistas which become 
obscure once more when, as the challenge is overcome, they descend 
again into the valley. To overcome the challenge men and women 
give of their best, in mind and heart and spirit, straining all their 
energy of soul and body to defeat the dark forces by which they 
are surrounded. 

Great leadership would take advantage of that mood; and great 
leaders would be aware that a failure to take advantage of it will 
appear as cowardice unforgivable to posterity. There are two reasons 
for this. The great mood when crisis challenges a generation to 
transcend its recognized past purposes is always followed by a 
period of fatigue; in that aftermath, the leaders who call for a 
tint her effort find only too often that the strength to respond has 
gone. It is in such an aftermath that the disproportion between 
what the time needs and w'hat the outworn order permits in response 
e\ okes the anger and the disillusion which wreck stability in a 
social order. The wise statesman, therefore, is the man w'ho asks 
the most of his fellow't itizens in the hour when they are most eager 
to give most. That is the one sure way to fulfil hope; it is the one 
sure wa\, also, there \ to avoid catastrophe. For no age is more 
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prone to violence than one in which the daily experience ol citizens 
is of a life disappointed by the denial to them of dreams they were 
invited to dream. 

The other reason is simple enough. Twice in a lifetime now the 
youth of the world has been sent to die in battle in the passionate 
assurance that thereby they secure the promise of a richer life to 
those who survived; and twice youth has gone to the abyss in the 
faith that the richer life would be forthcoming. No one who re¬ 
members the millions to whom I he first .wo !d-war was a high 
adventure doomed to a frustration which made the inter-war years 
mean and cold and empty can bear even to suspect that the faith 
of youth can be cheated a second time. No statesman dare ask that 
sacrifice unless he builds upon its exaction an achievement the 
dead would not think unworthy of their death. T must confess,” 
wrote Fuller three hundred years ago, 1 “I must confess I ever prized 
Peace for a pearl, but we never did or could set the true estimate 
and value upon it till this interruption and suspension of it. Now 
we know, being taught by dear experience, that peace is a beautiful 
blessing.” Now, indeed, we know; but we shall never be forgiven 
unless we make our knowledge a living part of the world that 
knowledge can shape. 


1 Thomas Fuller, Sermon preached at the Savoy Chapel, December 28, 1642. 



5TT5T ^ITPsfV TT*<ft*T WTCPT 3^T^T^T 

Lai Bahadur Shastri National Academy of Administration Library 

MUSSOOR 1 E 


Acc. No. 

$w fHwrfafacr *tt <n|# ^rrar 

•ft * i 


Please return this book on or before the date last stamped 
below. 


Date 

Borrower's 

No. 

f^TT^T 

Date 

S^TTTFrrf 

Borrower's 

No. 


- 












— 



















321 4 

Las 


10450 

UBSNAA 






32 h U 


3 * 1 -V 

Class No. 

AuthorZ ^s4v, bf*A<JA 

xjQ-ry ^\C 


vm. [ r 

Acc. No, 1 0 *5 0 

3 ™* ? 7 W 

Book No._ 

7. 


LIBRARY 

LAL BAHADUR 8HA8TRI 

National Academy of Administration 
MUSSOORIE 


Accession Na. 


my so 


1. Books art issuod for 15 days only but 
may havo to bo recalled earlier If urgen* 
tly required. 

2. An overdue charge of 85 False per day 
per volume will be charged. 

S. Books may be renewed on request, at 
the discretion of the Librarian. 

4. Periodicals, Rare and Reference books 
may not be Issued and may bo consul¬ 
ted only in the Library. 

L Books tdst, defaced er Injured id any 
«ay shall Unvote be replaced of Rs dtHi 
bte price ehaltbepaitf by the borrower. 
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